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THE HON’BLE THE COURT OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE EAST INDIA COMPANY. 


Tue Memoriat of His Highness 
Meer Ali Morad Khan, late 
Rais of Talpoor, in Upper 
Seinde, and now a Jagheerdar 
under the Dominion of the 
British Government in India, 
SHEWETH, 


That your Memorialist was until very recently the 
independent sovereign of the whole of Upper Scinde, and 
was as such in the possession and government of territories 
yielding to him a revenue of 15 Lakhs of rupees per 
annum and inhabited by upwards of 800,000 people. 


2. That bya treaty entered into by Lieutenant-Colonel 
Sir Alexander Burnes on the part of the Governor-General 
of India aud ratified by fhe Right Honorable Lord Auck- 
land as such Governor-General, on the 29th of December 
1838, with His Ilighness Meer Rustom Khan, Talpoor, 
then the Rais of Upper Scinde, a treaty entered into as 
therein stated for the satisfaction of your memorialist, it 
was agreed as follows: 
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ane se 3. “The East India Company hereby agrees never to 

OOK, INO. ‘ a og x 

age 112, “ covet one rea of the Revenue of the share of Scinde in 
“ the possession of Meer Ali Morad Khan, nor to interfere 


“in its internal management.” 


Papers relat- 4. That subsequently, under a treaty entered into on 

Ea pei the field of battle and known as the Nownahur treaty, your 

‘d, page 208. Memorialist’s brother Mecr Rustom Khan and his son 
Meer Ali Acbar Khan, and Meer Nasseer Khan (the 
eldest son of your Memorialist’s then deceased brother 
Meer Moobaruck IXhan) ceded to your Memorialist the 
Purgunnah of Mahtehla in Upper Scinde, north of Roree, 
which had theretofore belonged to Meer Moobaruck Khan 
and which he had divided into three tuppas or portions for 
distribution amongst his sons, called the tuppas of Mcer- 
pore, Mahtehla, and Mehurkee. 


nplementary 9. That by a further treaty entered into at Deejee-ka- 

ae Kote in Upper Seinde on the 20th of December 1842, 

rage d. ~~ common y called the Turban treaty, your Memorialist’s said 

brother His Highness Meer Rustom IXhan, than the Rais 

or ruler of Upper Seinde, resigned the sovereignty and 

Chicfship of the whole of the above territory to your 

Memorialist, who was the next heir thereto, both under the 

will of their father Meer Sohrab Khan and according to 

the usages of the country and the Talpoor family ; and your 

Memorialist’s right to the turban and to the country under 

that treaty was recognised and confirmed by the British 
Government. 


6. That your Memorialist has now been degraded by 
the Government of India from the rank of Rais and de- 


prived of the whole of his territories in Upper Seinde ex- 
cepting those hereditary possessions only which were 
allowed to him by his father Mcer Sohrab Khan, the latter 
yielding your Memorialist an annual income of about 
3 Lakhs of rupees or under. 


7. That the reasons for and justification of this very 
. , oe Ae 
““gevere measure towards your Memorialist are set forth in the 
following Proclamation issued by H. B. E. Frere, Esquire, 
the Commissioner in Scinde, dated the 21st ef January, 
1852: 


ant 

: « PROCLAMATION. 

“ The Government of India had long seen cause to believe that 
His Highness Alee Moorad Khan of Khairpore, by acts of forgery 
and fraud, had deprived the British Government of Territory in 
India to which it was lawfully entitled. 

“ Reluctant to condemn the Ameer unless upon the clearest proof 
of his personal guilt, the Government of India directed that a full and 
public enquiry should be made into the charges that had been brought 
against hin. 

‘«« His Highness attended the enquiry in person. Every opportu- 
nity was afforded of eliciting the truth, and of establishing His High- 
ness’s innocence of the crime of which he had been accused. 

“ His Highness Meer Alee Moorad Khan entirely failed to rebut 
the charge. On clear and complete evidence he was convicted of 
having destroyed a leaf of the Koran on whicl» the Treaty of Now- 
nahur was written, and having substituted for it another leaf of 
different tenor, whereby His Plichness fraudulently obtained possesSion 
of several large districts instead of villages of the same name, greatly 
to the prejudice of the British Government, to which the said districts 
lawfully belonged, and in gross violation of good faith and honor. 

‘‘ The Government of India sought no pretext to interfere with the 
possessions of His Highness Meer Ali Moorad Khan. It desired 
that His Highness should continue to rule the territories he held, in 
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peace and security, and it was slow to entertain and urge against His 
Highness accusations which placed in jeopardy his reputation and 
authority ; but the Ameer’s guilt has been proved. The Govern- 
ment of India will not permit His Highness Meer Ali Moorad 
Khan to escape with impunity, and a great public crime to remain 


unpunished. 
‘Wherefore the Government of India has resolved, and hereby 


declares that Meer Alee Moorad Khan of Khairpore is degraded 
from the rank of Rais; and that all his lands and territoriesQexcepi> 


ing those hereditary possessions only which were allotted to him b 
~The Inhabitants of those Territories are hereby called upon to 
submit themselves peaceably to the dominion under which they have 
passed, in full reliance that they will be defended against their enemie 
and protected from harm, and that, unmolested in their persons, in their 
property and their homes, they will be governed with just and mild 
authority. 


‘¢ By order of the Most Noble the Governor-General of India. 


“ (Signed) H. B. E. FRERE, 


“ Commissioner in Scinde. 


“« Camp near Roree, 2}st January, 1852.” 


8. Your Memorialist wholly repudiates and denies the 
dishonorable imputations here cast upon him, which, even 
if true, would not justify nor palliate this extraordinary act 
of aggression against him as the sovereign of Upper 
Scinde. 

t ¢ 

9. It is true that the Indian Government brought a 
charge against him of having fraudulently altered the treaty 
of Nownahurand thata commission was appointed to enquire 
into that charge and that your Memorialist was invited to 
attend and did attend during the enquiry ; but, as he will 
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demonstrate in the course of this Memorial, it is not true that 
he committed the forgery imputed to him or was justly 
convicted of it. Itis not true that his title to the districts 
referred to depended on the treaty of Nownahur, which, 
on the question of the lawful right to them, might be 
thrown out of consideration. Stillless isit true that these 
districts were ever or could have been the lawfully acquired 
territory of the British Government, or of which your 
Memorialist defrauded them, so as to entitle the British 
Government now to appropriate them to themselves. 


10. Your Memorialist, avoiding all unnecessary detail 
and asking simply a clear and dispassionate hearing from 
your Hon’ble Court, proceeds to make good the above 
assertions. 


11. The treaty of Nownahur was signed on the field 
of battle on the 15th of September 1842, and it made 
over to your Memorialist part of the paternal property of 
Meer Nusseer Khan, sanctioned by the Rais of the 
country, Meer Rustom, with his seal affixed to the usual ex- 
pression “ Balahust”—“it is confirmed.” Your Memorialist 
wholly denies that to his knowledge the treaty, as so con- 
firmed, has ever been altered. He makes this qualifica- 
tion for reasons that will be afterwards explained. But 
whether altered or not, the territory, whatever it was, in- 
cluded in that treaty (at*the time it was entered into) was 
lawfully transferred to your Memorialist, and the British 
Government never had any right to it. Subsequently, and 
on the 20th of December 1842, Meer Rustom Khan 
resigned the sovereignty of Upper Scinde in favour of your 
Memorialist, and, in the specification of territory made over 
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to him on that occasion, will be found the very districts of 
which he is now accused of having defrauded the British 
Government. 


12. Two days previously to the execution of this treaty, 
that is to say on the 18th of December 1842, Major-Ge- 
neral Sir Charles Napier, Commanding the British force 
in Scinde and Beloochistan, issued a proclamation, the 
terms of which it is important to observe, because a mistake 
asto them constitutes a leading error committed by all 
engaged in the recent investigation. 

“ December 18th, 1842. 

“ The Governor-General of India has ordered me to take 
“ possession of the districts of Subzulcote and Bhoong- 
“bhara and to re-annex the said districts to the territory 
“of His Highness the Nawab of Bhawalpore, to whom 
“ they will be immediately made over; His Highness gua- 
“ranteeing all contracts made between the Amirs and 
“private individuals not within the said districts, in such 
“manner as shall be hereafter arranged in fulfilling the 
“ details of the treaty.” 


13. There was no other proclamation issued, and this 
is the proclamation referred to in the evidence before the 
Commissioners, in the observations of the Commissioners 
on the charge against your Memorialist, and in the minutes 
of the confirming authorities. 


14. Your Memorialist begs to point out that it 
relates simply to the territory to be made over to the 
Nawab of Bhawalpore and not to anything to be 
taken by the British Government for themselves, and 
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the districts which your Memorialist asserts were mude 
over to him by the treaty of Nownahur, viz: the Pur- 
gunnah of Mahtehla or tuppas of Meherpore, Mahtehla 
and Mehurkee and the sovereignty over which was further 
confirmed to him by the treaty of the 20th December 1842, 
are north of Roree and to the south of Subzulcote and 
Bhoong-bara, and were not included in or in any manner 
affected by that proclamation, and in confirmation of the 
assertion of your Memorialist as to the territory intended to 
be taken possession of under the above proclamation, your , 
Memorialist would refer your Hon’ble Court to the follow- 
ing Extract of Intelligence from Scinde, 21st to 27th 
December 1842, No. 444, Scinde Blue Book page 481, 
under the signature of Sir C. Napier: 

“ On the 25th instant the late Shah Sujah’s Regiments 
‘and 19th Bengal Native Infantry under the command of 
‘ Brigadier Wallace, left Roree en route to Ferozepoor, the 
‘ Brigadier having received instructions to take possession 
‘of and hand over to such officers as mav be deputed by 
“the Nawab of Bhawulpoor, the provinces of Subzulcote 
‘and Bhoong-bara. Proclanations to the above effect have 
«been published.” 

‘ 

15. Immediately after the execution of the Turban 
treaty, your Memorialist received possession, from the Kar- 
dars of Meer Nusseer Khan, of the tuppas of Meherpoor, 
Mahtehla and Mehurkee, and from the Kardars of Meer 
Rustom Khan, of the rest of Upper Scinde theretofore under 
Meer Rustom Khan's rule; and Meer Nusseer Khan and 
the other sons of Meer Moobaruck became the subjects of 
your Memorialist as the sovereign of Upper Scinde. Itis 
not contended that anv part of this territory became British 
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territory or hable to forfeiture to the British Government 
until after the battle of Meeanee in Lower Scinde, which 
took place on the 17th of February 1843. Previous to 
this, the Ameers of Upper Scinde had been pressed to enter 
into a treaty with the British Government to cede the dis- 
tricts north of Roree, lying between that town and 
Bhoong-bara and Subzulcote, to the British Government, on 
receiving what the Governor-General, in ignorance of the 
value of the country, had supposed to be full compensation 
for the same; but that treaty was in the course of negocia- 
tion up to the time when the war broke out, commencing 
with the attack on the Residency at Hydrabad on the 14th 
of February 1843, three days before the battle of Meeanee. 


16. Itis onthe records of your Hon'ble Court. that 
your Memorialist, as a faithful ally of the British Govern- 
ment, rendered important service to the British forces on 
that occasion. 


17. Long subsequently, the Governor-General, in a 
despatch dated the 17th August 1843, to Sir C. Napier, 
expressed himself regarding your Memorialist as follows: 


Papers relat- ** There can be no wish to deal otherwise than with the 
ing to charges 


wainst Ali Mo- “ utmost liberality towards Meer Ali Morad. Whatever 


rad, page?8. «< may have been his views, he has apparently been hitherto 


e 


‘a faithful ally. He has been so when his sudden and 
“ unexpected enmity might have been fatal to our Army, 
“and we are bound to treat him with the utmost consi- 
“ deration.” 


18. Meer Nusseer Khan and the other sons of Meer 
Moobaruck Khan, having left their own country, joined the 
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Ameers of Lower Scinde and took part against the British 
Army at the battle of Meeanee. Your Memorialist had 
previously joined Sir Charles Napier with 5,000 men, and, 
during the battle, occupied, under the General’s orders, the 
right bank of the Indus and kept off the Chandaris and 
other tribes on that side from the British position. After- 
wards, at the battle of Hyderabad, which occurred on the 
24th of March 1843, the followers of the sons of Meer 
Moobaruck Khan joined the forces of Meer Shere Maho- 
med and again contended with the British. Your Memo- 
rialist, during that battle, by arrangement with Sir Charles 
Napier, again protected the British position from attack 
on the side of Sewan. During the remainder of the cam- 
paign with Shere Mahomed, your Memorialist assisted the 
British forces and rendered considerable service at the fort 
of Sukkurand, in preventing Sheer Mahomed crossing the 
Indus to join the other tribes who had not been engaged 
in either battle, and in driving him towards Major Jacob's 
force, which was stationed near the desert to intercept him 
in that direction. 


19. After the complete discomfiture of Sheer Ma- 
homed, the assistance of your Memorialist being no long- 
er needed in Lower Scinde, he received permission to pro- 
ceed to his own"territory in Upper Scinde, where Meer 
Moobaruck’s sons were plundering and disturbing the 
country. Your Memoréalist engaged and defeated them 
and drove them across the Indus into.the Seik territories, 
and it cannot be disputed that whatever forfeitures of 
territory Meer Moobaruck’s sons had incurred by the 
part they had taken in the affairs of Scinde, were forfeitures- 
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meurred to your Memorialist as their lawful Sovereign, 
and not to his ally the British Government. Your Memo- 
rialist had undoubtedly the right to resume the Jaghires 
of his rebellious subjects in arms against himself; but by 
no course of reasoning whatever, can it be shewn that the 
British Government had that right. Wherefore, even if 
your Memorialist had committed the forgery in the treaty 
of Nownahur now imputed to him, and of which he is con- 
fident that vour Hon'ble Court, on a re-examination of 
the papers, will acquit him—even if the subsequent treaty 
of the 20th December 1842, under which the Kardars of 
the sons of Meer Moobaruck Khan surrendered to your 
Memorialist the tuppas of Meherpore, Mahtehla and 
Mehurkee were put out of consideration—cven if those 
tuppas be regarded, at the commencement of the war in 
Lower Scinde, as the lawful property of the sons of Meer 
Moobaruck Khan, it would be as false in reasoning as it 
is incorrect in fact to assert that these tuppas formed part 
of the territory in India to which the British Government 
was “lawfully entitled,” or that your Memorialist, by the 
imputed forgery, “obtained possession of several large 
** districts, instead of villages of the same name, greatly to 
“the prejudice of the British,, Government to which the 
* said districts lawfully belonged.” 


20. But, secondly, independently of your Memorialist’s 
orginal title to the districts in question, when the distri- 
bution of territory in Upper Scinde was being made by the 
British Government—not as conquerors of the country 
but as the paramount power in India, re-arranging terri- 
{ory in a manner to secure a safe frontier and awarding 
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compensation to those Ameers whose districts were take? 


and given to others—the country in question was confirmed 
to your Memorialist in free gift for services rendered to the 


British Army. 


21. In a letter addressed by the Governor-General 
of India, dated the 19th September, No. 384 of 1843, to 
Sir C. Napier, then Governor of Scinde, the latter was 
empowered as follows : 


“ 2d Para: My colleagues concur with me in thinking Papers 
ing toc 


“that it is expedient to leave to your Excellency the de- gyainst 1 


‘‘ cision as to what particular portion of this tract” (the "4: Page 
country intervening between Roree and Subzulcote) “ shall 

‘be allotted to the British Government, to the Nawab of 

‘ Bhawulpore, and to Meer Ali Morad respectively.” 


22. Under this authority and the other correspondence 
that had taken place between the Governor-General and 
Sir Charles Napier the Governor of Scinde, the latter acted, 
and subsequently he described what he had done, in a 
letter to the Governor-General, dated Kurrachee the 18th 
January 1847, No. 26, of which the following are ex- 
tracts : e 

“On the 28th June I made a clear statement of His Ditto, ps 
‘“ Highness’s (meaning your Memorialist’s) claim. On 
“the 17th August, His Lordship the Governor-General 
‘““expressed donbts whefher the Ameer Roostum mafie 
‘‘ over his personal lands as well as those belonging to the 
“Turban to his brother Meer Ali Moorad, and his Lord- 
‘‘ ship directed me, pending the decision of this question, to 
‘take possession of all the lands which never belonged to 
“ either of those chiefs, which order I obeyed. 
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“On the 30th August 1843, it appeared by Mr. Secre- 
“tary Thomason’s letter of that date, that the view taken 
“by me onthe 28th June 1843, was correct. Thus the 
“ doubts which had been entertained by Lord Ellenborough 
‘“ (pending the decision of the ten Doctors of the Maho- 
“ medan College at Calcutta) fell to the ground, and no 
“ further orders having been issued on the subject by the 
« Supreme Government, [ considered that the claims of 
“his Highness to the whole of the lands held by the Meer 
“ Roostum were just. Heat that time had possession of 
‘them, and I left matters as they stood pending further 
‘¢ instructions, which I before observed were never received. 

“ As regards Lord Ellenborough’s letter of the 17th of 
“ August, I understood it thus : 

“1. That Ali Moorad has no right to any territory 
“north of Rorec, because we had, by the draft treaty, 
‘seized upon the whole as a punishment to be inflicted on 
“the Khyrpoor Ameer” (meaning Mecr Rustom Moo- 
‘“ baruck). 

“2. That when the battle of Meeance made us masters 
“of Scinde (and of this district along with the rest ;) then 
“we were to give to His Highness (your Memorialist) the 
“ Turban lands in the district north of Roree, not as a 
“aight but as a gift. These Jands, however, were never 
‘““made over to him by me. He kept possession of all 
“ the lands of Meer Roostum by my permission (he having 
“previously taken them because the Sxardars, taking 
“advantage of the interregnum caused by the flight of 
“ Roostum, were plundering both Amecrs), till the Go- 
‘“ vernor-General should decide upon his claims, and then 
“ he was to account for the revenues of any that the Go- 
“ vernment chose to return to Meer Roostum, for the war 
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“had not then began, and after the conquest Roostum’s 
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territories became ours. 
‘<< As it had been decided at Calcutta that His Hi ohness” 


(meaning your Memorialist) “had a right to all the lands 


46 


‘6 


~ 


c) 


wn 


wn 
n 


ro 
n 


~ 
wn 


‘ 


Las 


+ 


tal 


La 
or 


ce 
re 


o 
n“ 


tad 
e 


o 
Lad 


» 


¢ 


wn 


é 


e 
© 


6 


e 
on 


o 


e 


6 


4 
a 


a 
Cc. 


¢ 
tf 


‘ 


Pé 


made over to hin by Meer Roostum in other parts of 
Seinde, I considered, following Lord Ellenborough’s 
injunction, to treat [lis Highness liberally as a faithful ally 
when his disaffection might have been mischievous to us ; 
that the rule should in fairness apply to that territory 
which we gave him as a reward, as well as to that 
which he had in right of the gift recorded in the 
Koran. But I have also to eall to the notice of your 
Lordship that His Highness, at much expense, led a 
strong force into the hiils as allies of the British in 1845, 
though in no way bound to do so by anv treaty. This 
added much to the strong claims which he before had 
upon British liberality. 

“* [have always endeavoured, after the conquest, to act 
in the spirit which produced the draft treaty, viz: that 
the treaty was brought about by the treacherous conduct 
of the (other) Amecrs, and not by a grasping desire of 
conquest and of increasing our territory ; that the resis- 
tance to a punishment inflicted by the Supreme Govern- 
ment for the want of faith exhibited by tlic Ameers, forced 
upon us the conquest ; and that, when masters of the 
whole, we generously gure to those who had been faithful, 
viz: the Nawab of Bhtwalpoor, the Rajah of Jusselmere 
and His Highness Ali Moorad. | 

‘* In conclusion I have to observe that nothing has been 
formally given by me; all remains in abeyance, subject 
to the decision of your Lordship. 

“J send herewith a rough sketch map made by the 
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“ Collector, and Captain Scott will send a more correct one 
“hereafter. Obaura, Khyrpoor, Derkee and Emanwah 
‘are the lands which Ali Moorad has in his hands, but 
‘which are not his by right. Afalf of them, however, are 
“ so by gift, according to the letter of Lord Ellenborough, 
‘and the whole of them, according to my view of the subject, 
‘“a view which I think would have been also that of Lord 
‘ Ellenborough, had the matter been brought to an issue 
‘‘ before his Lordship left India. 

“ The revenue of these districts for 1843 and 1844 only 
‘‘ amounted to 1,16,285 rupees. 

“ Finally (tosum up the whole of the above), J consi- 
‘ der that all lands which are held by His Highness to the 
“north of Rovee, are his by gift. 

* All south of Roree are his Highness’s by right. 


“ 


“To take from him any of the first would, I think, be 
‘ illiberal towards a faithful ally. 
“To take any of the last would be a breach of faith.” 


23. Your’ Memorialist, without acknowledging that 
the battle of Mceanee could have the effect contended — 
for in the above letter, namely, of transferring to the 
British Government the districts north of Roree, of 
which your Memorialist, their ally, was at that time the 
Rais or lawful sovereign—produces the above letter in 
proof, that, putting aside all other questions, he has a just 
title to the districts in question by gift. 


24. Again in the paper headed “ Memorandum of the 
first connexion of the British with Ali Moorad Khan 
Yalpur, prepared in the Foreign Office of the Government 
of India and made over to the Government of Bombay 
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during the recent stay of the Most Noble the Governor- 
General in Bombay,” the draft treaty which Sir C. Napier 
had proposed your Memorialist should enter into with the 


East India Company is set forth with remarks—the second 


article of which is as follows : 


“ Art. IT. 


‘acknowledged as Rais and as suecessor to all the lands 
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‘ Wis Hiehness bv Meer Nasseer Khan Talpoor. 
° } 


* lands were as follows :— 


see eee 
saa 
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~ Of Meer Rustom Khan: 


Kohchra Chor Abreja. 
Nowshera. 

Kundiara. 

Ludda Gagun. 

City of Khyrpoor. 

toree. 

Renee (country of the Desert.) 
Nara. 


e 
crts of Shaligurh, Sudareurh, &e. 


Oobowra. 

Khyrpoor Duhurkee. 
Fmamwah. e 

9/28th share of Shikarpore. . 
Mooghlee. 

Chuch and Mazaicha. 
Ropah. 

Boordeka, 


His Highness Ali Moorad Khan 'Talpoor is 


‘which were held by [lis Highness Meer Rustom Khan 
‘'Talpoor at the time the said Meer was overthrown in 
‘the battle of Meeanece, and also the lands conceded to 


These 
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« And of Meer Nusseer Khan (the eldest son of Meer 
Moobaruck) : 

“ 18. Afeerpoor. 

“19. Mahtehla. 

* 20. Mehurkee and the village of Dadlo. 

‘“ Remarks.—Nos. 6, 10. 11, 12, 18, 19 and 20, con- 
“ stitute a portion of the tract which was confiscated” (this 
is a mistake. they never were confiscated) “in December 
“ 1842, prior to the date of the deed” (meaning the Turban 
treaty). “ Sir Charles proposed to give them to Ali Moorad 
“as areward for has fidelity. 

“The forts of Shahgurh, Sudargurh, &e. (No. 9) were 
“made over to Jessulmere, and will be noticed by-and-bye. 

“ 4ll the ahovenained places, including those ceded to Alt 
“ Moorad by Nusscer Khan, were entered in Meer Roostum’s 
deed of trunsfer (the cession of the Turban.) besides the 


following Ke, 


95. The above will be sufficient to shew your Hon'ble 
Court, that putting aside all questions of prior legal right 
to the districts of Meherpoor, Mahtehla and Mehurkee, the 
British Government—in taking upon itself to re-distribute 
the territory of Upper Scinde—inade a gift of those districts 
to your Memorialist as a reward for his fidchity ; and your 
Memorialist confidently appeals to the justice of your 
Hon'ble Court not to recal and appropriate to itself what 
ithas once given away for serviceéS rendered. 


26. Your Memorialist now proceeds to notice the false 
and scandalous charge which has been made the founda- 
tion of these harsh and not disinterested measures towards 
himself, 
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27, It is well known to your Hon'ble Court, that your 
Memnorialist was the youngest of three brothers, of whom 
Meer Roostum was the Rais or Ruler of Upper Scinde. 


28. Your Memorialist was considerably younger than 
the other two, and in his minority his brothers Meer 
Roostum and Meer Moobaruck unjustly deprived him of 
a large portion of his hereditary Jaghire including his 
share of Shikarpore and the City of Khyrpore. Meer 
Moobaruck was in his own right possessed of a Pergunnah 
in Upper Scinde called Mahtehla, which he divided inte 
three tuppas or portions, called Meherpoor, Mahtehla and 
Mehurkee. It is very important to bear in mind that 
the Pergunnah of Mahtehla comprebends all three districts, 
and in proof of this assertion your Memorialist begs to 
draw the attention of your Ifon’ble Court to the following 
Extract from a letter addressed by Major Goldney, Collector 
of Upper Scinde, to the Commissioner, dated the 31st of 
July 1849, No. 440 : 

S16: 

“In reply to your letter No. 1511, of 24th instant, I Pa 
“ have the honor to state that the Pergunnahs of Meherpoor ou 
“and of Mchurkee were, under the Meers, distinct portions ie 
« of the large pergunnah of Mahtehla.” 

Shaik Alli Hussain made the same statement before the 


Commission. as will be afterwards noticed. 


29. Meer Moobaruck died in July 1839, and his eldest 
son Meer Nusseer Khan succeeded to his father’s heredi- 
tary property and retained possession of the territory his 
father had usurped from your Memorialist. 


20 


30. Subsequently, in January 1840, your Memorialist 
succeeded through the late Mr. Ross Bell, then the 
Political Agent of the British Government in Upper Scinde, 
in recovering some of his villages from Meer Nusscer IXhan. 


31. The disputes between your Memorialist and his 
brother and nephews, continued uutil the month of Septem- 
ber 1842, when Meer Nusseer Khan wantonly burnt some 
villages of your Memorialist. This led to a battle between 
their respective forces, at a place called Nownahur, in which 
vour Memorialist was victorious. Meer Nusseer Khan 
and his brother Mecr Mahomed Ali were at the mercy 
of your Memorialist, when Meer Roostunn Khan interposed 
and arranged a treaty, which was thereupon written by a 
Syud named Peer Ally Gohur in a Woran of your 
Memorialist, and to which Meer Reoostum Khan, Meer 
Nusseer Khan and Meer Ali Acbar Khan pnt their seals. 


32. By this treaty, commonly called the Nownahur 
treaty, it is said that Meer Roostum made over to your 
Memorialist seven of his own villages,and that Meer Nusseer 
transterred to your Memorialist two other villages even 
‘* Mahtehla” and ‘ Dadaloo.” 


33. Your Mesnorialist on the other hand asserts, that 
Meer Nusseer made over to him on that occasion the 
Pergunnah, not the village, of Mahtchla, including the three 
tuppahs of Mcherpore, Mahtchla and Mehurkee. 


34. It will at the very outset of the discussion suggest 
itself to your Hon'ble Court, that such a treaty must first 
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have been written in draft ; secondly, that Mcer Roostum 
and Meer Nusseer must have kept copies of it. Indeed, 
one of the stipulations in it is, that Mecr Roostum should 
depute a Vakcel to get the treaty sanctioned by the British 
Authorities. The treaty was discussed and agreed to in 
the presence of numbers of Chiefs of both parties. Shaik 
Alli Hussain states, that he had a copy made expressly to 
deliver to Captain Brown, and another copy made for Powar 
Mull, a Moonshee in the employ of Major Clibborn, and 
it would seem of itself obvious that a public treaty, made on 
the ficld of battle in the presence of the friends aud retainers 
of both partics, could not be altered subsequently by your 
Memorialist’s directions, and Pergunnahs substituted for 
villages, without certain and immediate detection. 


35. It will be seen from the following Extract from the 
Digest of Intelligence of Captain Brown, Assistant Political 
Agent in Upper Scinde, from the 20th to the 26th of 
September, 1842, that your Memorialist was unable to 
obtain possession of the territory ceded to him by the treaty 
of Nownahur : 

“ It appears that the Amir” (meaning your Memorialist) pap. 
“had sent his mother and aunt to Meer Roostum ai 
‘ Khan to endeatour to persuade him to act up to the rad, ps 
“ agreement lately written in Ali Morad’s Koran. In 
“this howveer they failed, and on the contrary, the 
“ Chief calls upon Meer Ali Morad to restore Bubbaloo 
‘and the other villages, the right to which, after being so 
‘“ long disputed, had been given in his, Ali Morad’s, favor.” 


36. The circumstance here recorded is of extreme 
importance ; for even the bitterest of your Memorialist’s ad- 
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versaries will acknowledge the improbability of his ven-. 
turing to alter the treaty after the above negociation for 
its performance. 


37. Your Mémorialist, however, has beeii declared 
guilty of altering it, mainly on the evidence of Shaik Ally 
Hoossain, formerly your Memorialist’s Minister ; of Peer Ali 
Gohur, the writer of the treaty; and of one (Towar Mull, a 
person first in the Major Clibborn’s employ as a news col- 
lector, and afterwards in the employ of the British Govern- 
ment. 


88. Of these persons, the two former had incurred your 
Memorialist’s extreme displeasure, and had been ignomini- 
ously expelled his territories ; the third, Towar Mull, was in 
gaol under sentence of four years’ imprisonment with hard 
Jabour onthe roadsand was brought up from gaol for the pur- 
pose of giving his evidence. Another felon named Jokiram 
was also brought from gaol totestify against your Memorialist, 
but was not examined. All these persons stipulated for 
and expected large rewards as the price of their testimony, 
and had the strongest personal interest in proving your 
Memorialist guilty of the imputed forgery. Meer Maho- 
med Husson, the eldest son of Meer Roostum, at the time of 
the enquiry an exile at Bhawulpoor, also presented himself 
to the Commissioners and afterwards addressed Govern- 
ment, claiming a reward as for a great service rendered. 


39. The Commissionersacknowledge that the testimony 
of these witnesses, with the exception it is presumed of Meer 
Mahomed Husson, would be of very little value if uncor- 
roborated by collateral proof—observing that “in such a case 
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** as this, direct evidenee is not te be expected from wit- : 


‘‘ nesses of unexceptionable character and motives; it thus 
‘‘ becomes necessary to take such as is procurable, and to 
“ endeavour to test its value by its internal marks of pro- 
‘ bability and by collateral proof.” , 


40. The Hon'ble Mr. Willoughby, in like manner, in 
the 12th para. of his Minute, observes : 

“ Tt is true that the witnesses are reputed to be notorious 
“ and unscrupulous intriguers ; they are, by their own show- 
‘ing, accessories in the alleged fraud, and they are now at 
‘ bitter enmity with Ali Morad. It is, therefore, just pos- 
‘ sible that they may have conspired to get up this charge 
against him, but the particularity and consistency of their 
stutements, and the concurrence of the collateral cir- 
cumstances, are so strong as hardly to be overborne by 
these considerations.” 
And the Right Honourable .the Governor-General, 
Lord Dalhousie, in his minute confirming the conclusion 
the Commissioners had arrived at, observes upon the evi- 
dence of these persons in the following terms: 
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‘“‘ If the case against the Ameer had rested merely on Ditto, 


“the testimony of Shaik Ali Hussain and of Peer Ali 
“ Gohur, formerly the confidential servants of His Highness 
‘* and now his accusers, or if the direct evidence of these 
“men had been supported only by handwriting produced, 

‘‘ by impressions of seals sworn to, or by the evidence of 
“ third parties who might have been schooled and influenc- 
‘ed by them, I should have been reluctant to convict the 
“Meer. The skill with which such testimony can be 
‘“‘ manufactured, and the ease with which it can be obtain- 
‘“‘ed in Eastern countries, are too notorious to admit of my 
‘‘ placing any reliance upon it if it had stood alone.” 
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41. It is therefore confessedly necessary to test the 
statements of the witnesses by collateral proofs, and that 
vour Memorialist will proceed to do, confident that he will 
satisfy every unprejudiced mind that the charge against 
him is the result of a foul conspiracy, for which revenge 
and the prospect of large rewards furnished the amplest 
motives. 


42.  Shaik Ali Wussain, the principal witness, deposed 
before the Commissioner, on the 20th of April 1850, as 
follows : 

(On being asked what he knows about the fight at 
Nownahur:) “ Meer Ali Morad Khan and Meer Nusseer 


“ Khan having hada dispute about the village of Soonder- 


e 


‘bagh which led to a fight near Nownahur, Meer Maho- 
‘med Ali Khan and Meer Ghoolam Mahomed Khan the 
“sons of Mcer Roostum Khan came out to oppose Meer 


nan 


n 


‘Ah Morad Khan, and we surrounded them with our 
‘* troops. 

“ Meer Roostum Khan then leaving his sons and 
“nephews came forward alone to Ali Morad, in order to 
“put a stop to the disturbance. IIe told Meer Ali Morad 
“that it wasa bad thing to fight ; but he replied that he 
‘had expended a great deal of money in the quarrel and 
“would not therefore make peace for nothing. Meer 
“ Roustum Khan then gave him seven villages of his own, 
* and Dadla on the part of Meer Nusseer Khan, and 
‘“‘ Matehla on that of Meer Mahomed Ali Khan, and 
“ made a writing to that effect in the Koran, stating at the 
“same time that he would send his Vakcel, and get the 
“ arrangement sanctioned by the British Government. 
‘“* Peace was thus restored, Meer Roostum Khan affixing 
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‘his own seal to the writing and sent Peer Ali Gohur 
“ with Mirza Julbonee, to Meer Nusseer Khan and Meer 
“Ali Ukhbur and Meer Mahomed Ali to get them to 
“ affix their seals also. A man of his soon afterwards 
“returned stating that Meer Nusseer Khan refused to 
put his seal to it. Meer Roostum Khan then went 
himself and got the seals of Meer Nusseer Khan and 
Meer Ali Ukhbur affixed to the engagement and 
then sent the Koran to Meer Ali Morad. The 
latter then ordered me to let Meer Mahomed Ali 
and Mecr Ghoolam Mahomed go. Ali Morad re- 
mained there that night and the following day pro- 
ceeded towards Deejee-ka-Kote with his army. The 
day after I went from thence to Bubberlaw, and the 
following day I took the Koran and a letter from the 
Meer, with a copy of the treaty to Captain Brown. The 
Koran was shown to him and the copy given for the 
‘records. Afterwards the proclamation was issued by 
the British Government in December 1842, and Sir 
Charles Napier arrived at Sukker and sent orders, that 
from that season’s Khureef crop, all the country north 
of Roree, belonging to the Meers of Khyrpoor, would be 
taken possession of by the British Government, with the 
exception of what belonged to Meer Ali Morad; or if 
any of Mecr Ali Morad’s was taken, gther places would 
be given in exchange for it. 

« At the time a letter Was written by Sir Charles Napiér 
to Meer Ali Morad requiring him to state whether he 
had any country- north of Roree, to which he replied, 
that he had the villages of Dadloo, Kurderee and Soon- 
derbela, together with the pergunnah of Matehla, and at 
“the same time altered the word ‘deh’ (village) before 
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“ Mahtehla into ‘ pergunnah’ (witness here deseribes how 
“ this was done.)” 


43. Peer Alli Gohur, examined on the same day, de- 
posed more briefly to the same effect; a part of his 
deposition is as follows : 

pa ieee “ Sometime after this” (meaning the Nownahur treaty) 
ainst AliMo- “‘ when the proclamation was issued by the British 
“page “@ «Government about the ammexation of the country, the 
“word (deh) signifying village was altered in the treaty 
“ to* Pergunnal’ and in doing this the paper was spoiled.” 


44, Thus it will be seen that both the witnesses state 
that the alteration of “the village” of Mahtehla into 
“the Pergunnah” of Mahtehla was made by your Memo- 
rialist after the issuing of the proclamation about the 
annexation of the country, and indeed by reason of that 
proclamation. 


45. In attempting to try this evidence by its internal 
probability, it is remarkable that the Commissioners should 
not have considered whether Sir Charles Napier's 
proclamation or the state of things at that time furnished 
a sufficient motive for your Memorialist to commit the 


forgery imputed to,him. 


46. It has been already poinfed out that the proclama- 
tion did not affect the District in which the Pergunnah of 
Mahtehla or the three tuppas of Meherpoor, Mahtehla and 
Mehurkee were situated. The Commissioners did not send 
for the proclamation and make it an exhibit in the enquiry. 
They did notcorrect the mis-statement of Shaik Alli Hussain 


2d 


and Peer Alli Gohur as to its effect, and they evidently 
were under the impression at the close of the enquiry that 

the proclamation had in fact confiscated all the country 
north of Roree. 


47. In the same manner the Hon'ble Mr. Willoughby Par 
observes :—‘* The original treaty of Nownahur was written mes 

“ on the 9th Shaban, 1258, (15th September, 1842.) Zhe 1 
“ fraud was committed on the rssue of the Proclamation 


“ confiscating Subzulcote and Bhoongbara.” 


48. The Governor-General in like manner, misled as 
to the nature of the Proclamation (which in reality was no 
confiscation at all, but an allocation of territory to the 
Nawab of Bhawulpore, for which compensation was to be 
given to the Amirs) expresses himself as follows : 

“ The Honorable Mr. Blane has raised a question as to Ditto 
“ the date at which the forgery was committed, with the 
“ view, as I understand, of founding upon it the argument, 
“ that if committed previous to the issue of the Proclama- 
‘tion (18th December 1842) confiscating the territory, 
“ then the fraud was against his brother Ameers, and the 
“ British Government has nothing to do with it. 

“ Tam not prepared to admit, that even if the forgery 
“ were committed in the short interval between the 15th of 
“ September 1842 and 18th of December 1842, the British 
“ Government would nat have a right to call Ali Moyad 
“to account for a fraudulent act that indirectly deprived 
“ them of territory which would otherwise have been theirs by 
“the Proclamation of December 1842, just as they now 
“call him to account for an act that has filched such territory 
“‘ from them directly.” 
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49, This, ashas been shewn above, isan entire misconcep- 
tion ; but, even if it had been otherwise, the Turban treaty 
making over precisely the same districts to your Memorialist 


‘ manifestly removed any motive for the forgery, if the 


sinde Blue 
k, page 481. 


Proclamation indeedhadfurnished one. The Proclamation 
was dated the 18th December 1842; a great number of 
copies were made for the purpose of being posted up and 
distributed, and it is not improbable that it was not madc 
public until the following day or even later. The Turban 
treaty, on the other hand, was executed on the 20th 
December 1842 at Dejee-ka-Kote, about 50 miles from 
Sukkur, and before the Proclamation had reached so far ; 
and the following Memorandum of Intelligence written by 
Major Clibborn on the 19th December 1842, will conclu- | 
sively shew your Hon'ble Court that the Turban had been 
offered to your Memorialist prior to the date of Sir C. 
Napicr’s Proclamation. 

“ December 19, 1842. Meer Roostum I[xhan sent a 
“ Dust Khut the day before yesterday to Mecr Ali 
“ Moorad at Dejee-ka-Kote, saying, ‘ You have not acted 
‘* well in separating yourself from us; the Kaffirs are 
“ «taking our country from us, and it would be better 
“<if you took the Puggree (the turban) at once, and keep 
“¢ the territory in your own possession; we will make it 
“over to you.. Meer Ali Moorad sent an answer, requir- 
“ing Futteh Mahomed Ghoree to be sent to him. Futteh - 
‘‘ Mahomed went early yesterday to Dejee. At noon, 
“ yesterday, Meer Roostum sent his wife (mother of Meer 
‘* Mahomed Lloossein) and three daughters, with HKorans, 
“to Meer Ali Moorad, desiring hospitality for the ladies 
“and children of the Ameers in the fort of Dejee, and 
‘imploring him to join them; and again Peer Ali Gohur 
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‘“ recommended that Meer Nusseer Khan and Mahomed 
“ FH[oossein should immediately be sent to make their 
‘“ submission to Meer Ali Moorad, in their own and Meer 
“ Roostum’s name, and to declare their intention of 
“ abiding entirely by his (Ali Moorad’s) decision in ex- 
“tremity. The above Amecrs have, in company with Peer 
« Ali Gohur, proceeded to lay the Puggree before Meer 
«¢ Ali Moorad at Dejec.” 


50. These circumstances of themselves must prove to 
your Hon'ble Court’s satisfaction that the supposed forgery 
of the treaty of Nownahur could not have been made 
between the interval of Sir ©. Napier’s proclamation 
making over Subzulcote and Bhoongbara to the Nawab 
of Bhawalpoor, and the treaty ceding the turban and dis- 
tricts to your Memorialist being signed. It is then for 
his accusers, or those who adopt their views, to point out 
what possible object he could have had in committing a 
forgery after the Turban treaty had been signed, making 
over to him the very districts which it was the object of 
the pretended forgery to confer on him. 


51. The Hon'ble Mr. Blane has pointed this out in 
the following words, though the very reasoning he employs 
should have made him distrust the fact ef any altcration 
having taken place in the treaty at all :— 

‘There is no reason, I think, for doubt, that the Treaty Scinde | 
“ of Peace, dated 18th September 1842, transcribed in the 2° ?*° 
‘“ Koran after the battle of Nownahur, has been clan- 
“destincly altered from what it” originally was, and 


“probably in the manner deposed to by Sheikh Ali 
‘«« Hussain and Peer Ali Gohur. 
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«2, The period of, and motive to, the said alteration 
“ is less clear. 

“3. Inthe fifth heading of the summing up by the 
“ Commission, in para. 8, they allude to the possibility ‘ that 
“the tampering with the treaty had been commenced 
‘+ at an earlier period after the battle of Nownahur than 
“ «the date of the proclamation annexing the districts north 
“ “of Roree to the Khan of Bahwalpoor,’ and in the eighth 
“heading advert to the inclusion of the pergunnahs of 
“ Mahtehla and Meherpoor in the later treaty in December 
“ 1842 in the Koran, by which the turban was ceded by 
“ Meer Roostum to Meer Ali Morad, observing ‘ that 
“ «had that circumstance stood alone they might be dispos- 
“ ‘ed to admit the Meer’s explanation that it was intended 
‘“‘*to make assurance doubly sure, &c. 

“4. But in weighing the value of these circumstances, 
“it does not appear to have occurred to them that unless 
“the alterations were made before the 20th December 
“ 1842, the date of the latter compact, which has always 
‘“‘ been recognised and upheld by us, there could have been 
“no object in the alteration at all, and that if so made, 
“then that the motive to it could not have been any 
“ treachery or fraud towards the British Government.” 


52. But the .above reasoning derives strong confirma- 
tion from the fact overlooked indeed by the Commission 
and all the confirming authorities, namely, that prior to the 
Turban treaty your Memorialist had been unable to obtain 
possession of any part of the territory ceded to him by the 
treaty of Nownahur, whilst under the Turban treaty and_ 
within a very few days of its being sealed, the Pergunnah 
of Mahtehla, or the districts of Mahtehla and Mehurkee 
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were actually delivered up by the Kardars of Meer Nus- 
seer Khan to your Memorialist. What possible object after 
this could your Memorialist have in committing a forgery 
in the treaty of Nownahur—a treaty extorted at the point 
of the sword and which Meer Rustom and Meer Nusseer 
Khan had always refused to fulfil. Captain Pope men- 
tions this fact in his letters to F. Thomason, Esq., 
Secretary to the Government of India, dated the 24th 
October, 1843, in the following words :—“ His Highness” 
(meaning your Memorialist) ‘never appears to have ob- 
‘tained possession of the places thus” (under the Nowna- 
hur treaty) “ceded, till the whole country came tem- 
“ yorarily into his possession in January 1843,” 


53. Moreover, it is not to be forgotten that Sir C. 
Napier, on the Ist of December 1842, had addressed his 
letter tothe Ameers of Upper Scinde, enclosing to them a 
copy of the treaty which the Governor-General had for- 
warded for their acceptance, and that all the Ameers had 
sent their Vakeels from Ilydrabad and Lower Scinde to 
his camp at Sukker, and were liable to be called upon at 
any time for explanation regarding their several districts 
and to produce their proofs. After several interviews with 
Sir C. Napier, without any final decision having been come 
to, they were ordered to await the arrival of Major Outram 
then expected from Bombay. 

54. Subsequently, Major Outram was sent to Khyr- 
poor to meet the Ameers, and the following Circular was 
addressed to them by Sir Charles Napier on the occasion :— 

, “ Camp, Emaum Ghur, January 15, 1843. 

* T have directed Major Outram to proceed to Khyr- 
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“pore on the 20th day of January 1843, where he will 
“meet you and the other Ameers of both Upper and 
“ Lower Scinde, or your Vakeels, as may seem best to your 
‘“ Tlighness and their Highnesses respectively ; but in the 
“latter case, I insist upon it, that such Vakeel as any 
“ Ameer may send, shall have the full power to treat with 
“ Major Outram; and if any Vakeel shall declare that 
“he has not such powers, I will exclude him from the 
‘“mecting, and consider that his master refuses to treat ; 
“and I will enter the territories of such Ameer with the 
“troops under my orders, and take possession of them in 
“the name of the British Government ; morever, | 
“solemnly pledge my word for the perfect security and 
“ freedom of all the Ameers and their Vakeels so assem- 
“ bled to meet my Commissioner Major Outram, to whom 
“on my part, I have delegated all the powers vested in 
“me by the Governor-General.” 


55. The above was enclosed in the following letter 
addressed by Major Outram to Meer Mahomed Husson 
Kkhan, Mecr Mahomed Khan and to Meer Nusseer Khan. 

“Tn sending the enclosed Circular letter from Major 
“ General Sir Charles Napier, [ write to say that it is 
“ much preferable that you come personally to Khyrpore, 
“ otherwise send your Vakeels, intrusted with full power 
“to act on your behalf. I shall be at Khyrpore on the 
é* 20th January 1843, or 18th .Zil Hijjee, 1258, and Meer 
“ Roostum Khan will also be there, with the Chiefs who 
“ accompany him. 

“« P, $.—To-day is the 17th of January, and this Cossid 
“ will occupy three days beyond that time on his journey ; 
“and you cannot, therefore, I am aware, arrive at 
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“ Khyrpore by the 20th instant, but you must make the 
“ utmost dispatch you can. 


56. Common sense would seem to indicate that whilst 
these things were in progress, your Memorialist and his 
advisers could not have entertained the idea that it would 
be possible to produce with success a forged treaty before 
Sir C. Napier or Major Outram in the presence of all the 
other Amcers and their Vakeels, either for the purpose of 
claiming title to the districts themselves or obtaining 
compensation for them if the British Government desired 
them to be given up. 


57. The two following Extracts from letters of Colonel 
Outram written at this very period to Sir Charles Napier, 
without the whisper on any side of a forgery having been 
committed, will shew your Ifon’ble Court, that your 
Memorialist at that time was claiming without denial or 
opposition the districts of Mahtehla, Meherpoor and 
Mchurkee, the annual income of which was Rs. 1,50,000 ; 
and that Colonel Outram was on the 18th January 1843 
thoroughly acquainted with the nature of your Memorialist’s 
claim. These letters are the more important because they are 
written with a very adverse spirit to your Memorialist, and 
evince a strong endeavour to cut down his claims on every 
point on which an objection could be taken. 

Extract from Letter No» 27, dated Deejee, January 18,° 
1843: 

“It may be necessary, by the bye, to obtain sanction of Supplement 
“ the Governor-General to inwlcting Nusseer Khan of ees 
“ Hydrabad, of his share of Shikarpore, or at least of such ?#° !*. 
‘portion of it as may not be paid for by the relinquished 
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“tribute, that is to the value of his share of Kurrachee, 
“ which is all that is besides taken from Nusseer Khan, his 
“ share of Shikarpore being valued exactly at one lac, equal 
“to his share of tribute. The fourth share of Kurrachee 
“ being 25,000 Rupees, is all Nusseer Khan would suffer in 
“ addition to his share of Subzulkote ; altogether not equal 
“to what Roostum and Nusseer (of Khyrpoor) suffer in 
“the shares of Bukkur and the territory between that 
“place and Bhawal Khan's boundary, even should Al 
“ Moorad relingmsh his territorial claims on them, in 
“ consideration of obtaining Shikarpore (1. e. two lacs of 
“annual revenue.’ ) 


No. 33. 


« Khyrpore, January 24, 1843. 

“ My dear Sir Charles, 

“ Brown has arrived and delivered your letter of yester- 
“day. had hoped that by the transfer of the Hydrabad 
“ Ameer’s four-seventh share of Shikarpore, we might have 
“ provided the means by which the Chiefs of the Upper 
“ Country might have been enabled to support themselves 
“and their followers; but a better knowledge of the 
“ resources of this'country and the extent of what we have 
“ confiscated—which the investigation which LI have just been 
“ engaged in has g:ven me—shows that a satisfactory arrange- 
“ment is impossible, or any which we can expect the 
“ other parties willingly, if af all, to accede to, after, in 
“addition to what has been appropriated of the Ameer’s 
“territory, assigning to Meer Ali Moorad what has been 
“ pledged to him, viz: one-fourth of the remaining territory 
“of Upper Scinde as his perquisite as Rais, besides his 
“fourth as co-heir of the former sovereign, Meer Sohrab 
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“ (with Meers Roostum, Gholam, Hyder, and Moobaruck 
“ Khans; the two latter deceased, but their heirs in pos- 
‘“ session of their estates). 

“The accompanying schedule prepared under my pre- 
‘“decessor, Mr. Bell, and which I have since tested by 
‘every information I could obtain, gives a very fair 
“estimate of the revenues of Upper Scinde, showing a 
“ total, Rupees 20,39,500, which, at the time we entered 
‘“‘ Seinde, and became guarantee for the possessions of 
‘ each Chief, was thus divided, viz : 





‘“ Meer Roostum Khan.............. . Rs. 11,13,000 
“ Meer Ali Moorad............cceeeeees Bs 2,.95,500 
“Sons of Meer Gholam Hyder...... i 1,54,500 
*¢ Sons of Meer Moobaruck............ » 4,76,500 

20,39,500 


“T enclose an abstract, also taken from the schedule, 
‘ giving the possessions which have now been taken from 
“the Ameers, 2. ¢., Sukkur and Roree, and the country 
‘on the eastern side of the river above Roree, amounting 
“in value to Rupees 6,10,500. 

“The balance which now remains to the Ameers of 
« Upper Scinde is rupees 14,29,000, and you are bound, 
“TI believe, to make good to Alt Morad his share of the 
“ceded country which he claims to the ‘value of 1,50,000 
“« for caruory which was ceded to him it appears by a late 
“ treaty” (meaning the Nownahur treaty) “and which in 
“ addition to his original territory of 2,95,000, gives him 
‘“rupees 4,45,000; added to this, you are, I believe, 
« pledged to give him one-fourth of the remaining property 
“ of Upper Scinde or of rupees 1 4,29,000==rupees 3,57,250 ; 
« Total, rupees 8,02,250.” 
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58. Major Outram left Khyrpoor about the end of 
January 1843, and came to Hydrabad and there he had 
several personal interviews with Meer Roostum and Meer 
Nusseer Khan of Khyrpoor regarding their own rights and 
those of your Memorialist and the other public matters 
connected with the territory of Upper Scinde then in dis- 
cussion. 


59. Your Memorialist would ask what were these 
Ameers and their Vakeels doing during all these discussions, 
that your Memorialist’s claim supported by a forged treaty 
was not repudiated by them. The forgery if made at all 
was made to advance this claim. And the forged treaty 
must have been produced to sustain it, and no one of 
the Amecrs, hostile as they all were to your Memorialist, 
disputed either the claim itself or the genuineness of the 
treaty on which it was founded. No one at that time, 
though many were loud in complaints against your 
Memorialist, raised a whisper of forgery against him or 
denied his right to the districts of Meerpore, Mahtehla and 
Meherkee. If these circumstances, which, strange tosay, ex- 
cite not a remark from the Commissioners or the confirming 
authorities, be reflected upon, it will be apparent to your 
Hon'ble Court that the charge of forgery is utterly bascless, 
that it was wholly without an object and could not possibly 
have escaped detection during the conference with the 
Amirs, and that if perpetrated in fact it would not have been 
left to your Memorialist’s dismissed minister to be the 
first to bring it to the notice of the British Government. 


60. ‘Testing this still further by the nature of the 
imputed forgery itself, your Memorialist is accused of having 
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attempted to convert the word “ Bu Mirjee” (of my own 
free will) into “ Meherkee” and the leaf of the Koran on 
which this part of the Nownahur treaty is said to have been 
written was produced before the Commission. Exhibit 
No. 2, a translation of which marked A No. 1 is with the 
[Exhibits of the Commission. 


61. By this translation it will be seen that the word 
“Bu Mirjee” has not actually been converted into 
‘“ Mehurkee” and that it is still translated “of my own 
free will”, and Major Lang has described the extent of 
the alteration in the following note appended to the transla- 
tion :—‘* The word ‘ Deh’ appears to have been altered to 
‘ Pergunnah’, and in attempting to make ‘ Bu Mirjee’ 
into ‘ Mchurkee’ the paper seems to have been spoilt.” 


62. Now to convert the Persian word “ Deh” into 
‘ Pergunnah” it was confesscdly quite unnecessary to 
make any erasure, and any Persian scholar will satisfy 
your Hon'ble Court of this, and the letter of Major Goldney 
ofthe 31st July 1849, to the Commissioner of Scinde before 
quoted, also establishes that your Memorialist could have 
supported his claim to the tuppas of Meerpoor, Mahtehla 
and Meherkee by the words “ Pergunnah of Mahtehla” 
alone, within which they are all comprised. 


63. Shaik Alli Hoos8ain, in his evidence before the 
Commission on the 20th of April 1850, admits the same 
fact :-— 

“2, Has it ever been customary in this Province to 
“ designate a Pergunnah a tuppa or vice versa? No, I 
“believe not; but if tuppa had been written in this case, it 
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“must have been entered before each place, whereas by 
“wriing Pergunnah it included all. 


64. What possible object then could your Memorialist 
have had in attempting to convert the word “ Bu Mirjee” 
(of my own free will) into “ Meherkee,” one of the three 
tuppas, which would by necessary implication cut down the 
effect of the word “ Pergunnah” before Mahtehla, and would 
then have excluded the tuppa of Meerpoor ? 


65. It will not have escaped your Hon'ble Court's 
attention that not a single person knows, or affects to know, 
anything of the hand by which the first alleged forgery, 
the nature and extent of which has been adverted to, was 
made. No one says that he was present and saw it done, 
and indeed from the evidence giving the history of the 
second imputed forgery, Shaik Alli Hussain and Peer Alli 
Gohur would appear to deny having seen the first until some 
months afterwards, and yet Shaik Alli Hussain was before 
Sir C. Napier and Major Outram in the conferences of 
December and January on behalf of your Memorialist and 
had the Nownahur treaty with him. This fact should not 
be forgotten when reading the account of the second forgery 
and examining the alleged extracted leaf itself. 


66. Shaik Alli Hussain describes the second forgery and 
the reason of it before the Comtnission on the 20th April 
1850, as follows: 

“ About this time it reached the ears of Captain Pope 
“ that some forgery had been made in the Koran contain- 
“ ing the treaty, and he therefore sent for it for the purpose 
“of examining it. When I saw the Koran, I found great 
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* erasures in it which could not escape detection, and asked 
“the Meer how I could show it in that state to Captain 
“ Pope. The Meer also became perplexed and after much 
“ consideration, proposed that as the treaty was written on 
‘“‘ four pages, and the alterations and erasures had only 
‘been made in the first and the one containing the seals 
‘was perfect, the first leaf should be taken out and another 
‘“‘ written by Peer Alli Gohur and substituted for it. I then 
“ replied, that I could not assist or advise in any thing of 
“this kind, but he might do as he liked, and I would come 
‘to Bubburlow and send my Moonshee, Busharut Alli, to 
‘bring the Koran to me when it was ready. Meer Alli 
“ Morad then sent for Peer Alli Gohur to Khyrpoor, and 
“ told him to write a fair copy of that page of the treaty in 
‘ which the words ‘ Pergunna Meerpore, Mathela, bu mir- 
“jee Mehurkee’ were inserted. Peer Alli Gohur declined 
‘to do so, but Meer Alli Moorad Khan said he would 
‘be responsible for what he did and Peer Alli 
“ Gohur then told him to give him a writing to that effect 
‘in the hand of Shaikh All Hussain, agreeing that if this 
‘ever came to the knowledge of the British Government, 
‘Meer Ali Moorad would be responsible. The Meer 
“ then sent Futteh Mahomed Toshakjee to me at Bubbar- 
‘loo, and told me that Peer Alli Gohur hesitated to write 
“what was wanted and required a sunnud to the above 
‘‘ effect, and therefore, to write one for him and send it to 
“the Meer that he might seal it and give it to him. 
“Upon this I wrote the sunnud as directed, and sent it to 
“the Meer. Peer Alli Gohur also wrote to me that the 
‘““ Meer was frightening him and threatening to disgrace him 
“if he did not write the paper for him, and _ therefore 
‘* asked me what he was to do, I sent him a reply to the 
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* effect that he was helpless and his character at stake, and 
« therefore to take the writing from the Meer absolving 
“him from responsibility and make the entry required. 
* Peer Alli Gohur then did this, and the extracted paper 
“also remained loose in the Koran. The Meer then sent 
“me the Koran by the hands of Busharut Alli, who also 
‘“ told me all that had been done asrelated above. I then 
“ took the Koran to Captain Pope, who examined it, but 
‘ did not detect any forgery. The extracted paper, however, 
“ having been left in the Koran by mistake, fell out into 
‘his hands and he asked me what it was. Being at the 
‘time in the service of Alli Moorad Khan, I replied that 
“it was probably some rough copy, and he then replaced it 
“in the Koran, and he did not entertain any suspicion about 
“it. After this I went to Bubburloo and I took out the 
“two extracted leaves and kept them by me and sent the 
‘ Koran to Meer Alli Morad Khan. A_ dispute after- 
‘wards took place between the Meer and myself on 
“account of my telling him that the British Government 
‘was very kind to him, and that it was therefore improper 
“on his part deceitfully to appropriate any of its posses- 
“sions, which I reeommended him in consequence to 
‘restore. This did not however please the Meer, and 
“I afterwards mentioned the circumstance to Captain 
“ Malet together with other matters involving the intcrests 
“ of Government. When the Governor, Sir Charles Napier, 
‘““returned to Sukkur from the Hill campaign, Captain 
“ Malet informed him of what I had said, and Captain 
“ Brown, by his directions, asked me about the leaves 
“ extracted from the treaty of Nownahur which I had 
“mentioned to Captain Malet. In reply, I related the 
‘“‘ circumstances to him, and he asked me for the leaves. I 
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“did not, however, think that it was the pleasure of the 
“ gentlemen at that time to recover the rights of Govern- 
“ment, and I therefore said that I certainly had them 
“but I was not certain whether they had been sent with 
“my property to Mooltan or were lying among some of 
“my other papers. I said however that I would look for 
‘ them and send them afterwards. 1 then went to Mooltan 
‘and from thence I sent a petition on the 10th of May to 
“ the Governor-General, Lord Hardinge, and also another 
“dated on the 5th of the same month to the address of 
« Sir Charles Napier at Kurrachee. In these I wrote 
‘that Meer Alli Morad Khan had appropriated districts, 
“ rightfully ‘belonging to the British Government, of the 
‘‘ value of ten lacs of rupees annually. Tadded that I was 
“ ready to show this if any one asked me about it, but I did 
“not receive any reply to these communications. Two 
“ vears afterwards, I visited Kurrachee and went to the 
“ Governor, who sent Moonshee Alli Ukhbar to me to 
“ get information on two points ; one of these was about 
“ the treaty of Nownahur, on which subject he asked me to 
‘ communicate alll knew. I related all the circumstances 
“ and stated that I had both of the extracted leaves in my 
“ possession and would bring them when required. The 
‘“ Governor sent for them, and I took them to him. Moon- 
“shee Tower Mull was sent to me formerly by Major 
* Clibborn, to get a copy of the treaty of Nownahur, and 
“To gave him a copy of it as it was originally written 
‘“ without any allusion to Pergunnahs in it.” 


67. Peer Alli Gohur examined on the same day con- 
firmed the above statement as follows :—“ Some time after 
“ this, when the Proclamation was issued by the British 
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“ to ‘pergunnah,’ and in doing this the paper was spoiled. I 
‘“ was then sent for and told to take out the leaf and write 
“a newone. I refused, however, to do this, and the Meer 
“ Saheb insisted on my doing it; I therefore wrote to 
“ Sheikh Ali Hussain on the subject, and he told me in 
“reply that the Meer had made him write a paper for me 
“ about this and therefore to get this from him. The Meer 
“ Saheb gave me this writing, and made me enter it on 
“ the blank page next to the one that had been injured and 
“ taken out, the words that had been written on it. Isent 
“the paper which the Meer Saheb gave me to the Sirkar. 
“ Shaikh Ali Hussain sent a copy of the treaty, when it 
“ was first entered into, for the Government records, and 
“ therefore send for him and make inquiries about this. 
“Three days after I had written the new page in the 
“ Koran, Captain Pope came to Khyrpoor’ and asked me 
‘‘ whether the handwriting was mine, to which I replied 
“that it was. This is all I know on the subject.” 


68. This is all the evidence before the Commission (ex- 
cepting the cross and further questioning of the same 
witnesses) as to the origin, cause, history and perpetration of 
the second forgery, of which your Memorialist has been 
believed guilty. Standing by itself, and considering all the 
circumstances of the time, it must be acknowledged to be 
a most incredible tale; but its utter falsehood and worthless- 
ness will be exposed by comparing it with the Scinde 
records alone. 


69. Captain Pope was the Collector and Magistrate of 
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Sukkur, and he saw the Nownahur treaty on the occasion of 
his being deputed to Khyrpore in August 1843. The exact 
object of his visit and the cause of it will beshewn by the fol- 
lowing correspondence, and will satisfy your Hon'ble Court 
that Captain Pope sent for the Nownahur treaty, not in 
consequence of any rumour of a forgery in regard to it 
having reached his ears, as falsely stated, but because that 
treaty was pertinent to another matter he then had in 
hand. 


70. Lord Ellenborough, the Governor-General of India, 
ina letter dated the 23d July 1843, addressed to Sir 
Charles Napier as Governor of Scinde, and relating entirely 
to the Turban treaty of the 20th December 1842, gave the 
following directions : 

“14, I request your Excellency will have the goodness Pape 
“to transmit to me any copy which may have been made ie 
“ of the writing in the Koran which was sent to you by rd pa 
‘© Meer Ali Moorad in December, and it would be desir- 
“able that your Excellency should acquaint Meer Ali 
‘© Moorad, that being now first made acquainted with the 
“ alleged cession to His Highnessofthelandsheld by Meer 
“ Roostum in his own private right, and being desirous of 
‘“ proceeding in a matter of so much importance with all 
“due regard to justice, and even to form, I am solicitous 
“ that His Highness should place in the hands of one of 
“ your Excellency’s officers, for the purpose of having ft 
“ correctly copied and attested, the writing in the Koran 
“ whereby Meer Roostum is said to have alienated to His 
“ Highness the lands held by him in his own hereditary 
“ right, without reference to the possession of the Turban. 

“15. Your Excellency may possibly be able to obtain 
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‘< from some of the religious men present at Deejee when the 
“ Turban was resigned by Meer Roostum, some detailed 
“account of what took place on that occasion. 

“ Fort William, 23rd July, 1843.” 


71. Accordingly Captain Brown, Secretary to the 
Government of Scinde, gave the following instructions to 
Captain Pope, in a letter dated Hydrabad, 16th August, 
1843 : 

“ Sir, 

“ By direction of his Excellency the Governor in Scinde 
“ Thave the honor to forward extract paras. Nos. 14 and 
“15 of a letter received from the Right Honorable the 
“Governor-General of India in Council in the Secret 
“ Department, dated the 23rd ultimo. 

“2, You are requested to make His Highness Meer 
“Ali Morad acquainted with the orders of his Lordship 
“relative to the “ alleged cession to his Highness of the 
“ «lands held by Meer Roostum in his own private right’ 
“and you can at the same time request that the Koran 
“alluded to may be sent to you with the view to your 
“ copying and attesting the writing in it, whereby Meer 
“ Roostum is said to have alienated to his Highness the 
“ lands held by him. 

“3. Youwill also, as directed, make the necessary 
“ inquiries from such religious parties who may have been 
* present when the Turban was resigned by Meer Roostum 
“at Deejee.” 


72. But, although Captain Pope went to Khyrpoor to 
enquire into the particulars of the Turban treaty, it appears 
that he took that opportunity of looking at the treaty of 
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Nownahur also, not on account of any rumours or sus- 
picion of a forgery, which had not at that time been 
pretended by any person, but because it appeared to him 
(as he expressed it in a subsequent letter, dated 24th 
October 1843) a most favorable opportunity “to obtain 
“and record every possible information regarding the 
“claim now urged by His Highness Meer Ali Morad.” 


73. Your Memorialist has thought it important to ex- 
tract these letters, not merely to refute the falsehood of 
Shaik Ally Hoossain as to the origin of Captain Pope's 
desire to see the Nownahur treaty, nor simply indeed 
to correct the error into which the Hon'ble Mr. Wil- 
loughby has fallen by adopting the above statement of Shaik 
Ally Hoossain as true, in the face of the public correspon- 
dence shewing the contrary, but rather as one proof among 
many in denial that any suggestion unfavorable to the treaty 
of Nownahur arose, or was in circulation, so long as Shaik 
Ally Hoossain was in your Memorialist’s service, or before 
he had been ignominiously dismissed for embezzlement 
and began to plot your Memorialist’s ruin; and the rumour 
of a forgery having been committed in that treaty, the ex- 
istence of which is made so much of by the Authorities 
in these proceedings, and—as a favorite topic—adverted to 
even in the beginning of the recent proclamation depriving 
your Memorialist of his territory, was the rumour of Shaik 
Ali Hussain himself, sedulously spread about, but not of 
any other person. The Vakeels of all the other Ameers, 
their servants and officers, were all in Scinde on the com- 
mencement of this rumour, and most of them were actually 
in the service of the British Government under Captain 
Pope; but on the appearance of it none of these persons 
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came forward on behalf of their old masters to corroborate 
by their information the falsehood in circulation. 


74. Returning to the extract from Shaik Alli Hoossain’s 
evidence, it will be seen that the leaf said to have been 
extracted and the new leaf substituted, were so extraeted 
and substituted on the occasion of Captain Pope desiring 
to see the Koran, and on Shaik Alli Hoossain bringing to 
your Memorialist’s notice that the forgery was so evident 
that it could not escape detection, and that the Koran in 
that state could not be shewn to the above officer. This was 
in August 1843, as Captain Pope’s official proceedings 
shew. Now the falsehood of this statement is apparent the 
moment the public events of December and January pre- 
viously adverted to are reflected upon. Shaik Ali 
Hoossain was in Sir Charles Napier’s camp at Sukkur on 
behalf of your Memorialist in December 1842, when the 
Ameers had been directed to come themselves or send their 
Vakeels to discuss the treaty proposed by the Governor- 
General for their acceptance, and their several claims to 
territory or to compensation. Shaik Alli Hoossain was 
also on your Memorialist’s behalf with Colonel Outram at 
Khyrpoor in the following January, when the same subjects 
were being discussed and the Ameers had been directed to 
meet Colonel Outram upon these. Shaik Alli Hoossain had 
the Korans with him in which the Nownahur and the 
Furban treaties were entered,¢ and must have produced 
them and was atany time liable to be called upon to produce 
them to the British authorities in the course of those discus- 
sions in support of your Memorialist’s claim, the more 
especially ifyour Memorialist was claimingapergunnah when 
he was only entitled to a village—a claim so false as scarcely 
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to be expected to pass without dispute and without reference 
to the treaty; and if there had been at that time any forgery 
in the Nownahur treaty so clumsily effected that it could 
not escape detection, it would have been necessary to correct 
it at the outset of the discussions, when it might at any 
time be asked for, and not after it had been seen and had 
passed muster ; and it is wholly past belief that the clumsi- 
ness of the alleged forgery should have been discovered for 
the first time in August 1843 on Captain Pope desiring 
to see the treaty. It will therefore be evident to your 
Hon'ble Court that the history given by the witnesses of 
what in these proceedings is called the second forgery, is a 
gross invention ; a history, however, to which the Commis- 
sion, without bestowing a moment's thought on its impro- 
bability, have given implicit credence. 


75. It does not appear to have struck them as extraor- 
dinary that the extracted leaf should have been preserved 
instead of destroyed, nay, that it should actually have been 
sent in the Koran to Captain Pope. They do not seem 
to have been at all startled by the production of what was 
called the other part of the extracted leaf, on which, it is 
said, Peer Ali Gohur tried his hand. It did not occur to 
them to turn back to former statements made when Cap- 
tain Brown was collecting proofs, to .see if this second 
leaf had ever been mentioned on any former occasion as being 
then in existence, or as havfng ever existed at all. Although 
they perceive fromthe difference of size that these two leaves 
never could have formed one sheet, they are satisfied with 
the silly excuse that the difference might be accounted for 
by one having been rubbed; and, in fact, your Memo- 
rialist cannot help observing that the Commission appear 
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to have accepted false tokens in proof of a most incredible 
tale with all the simplicity of children, and to have bestowed 
not a moment's reflection on its inherent improbability. 


76. Passing now to the remainder of Shaik Alli Hoos- 
sain’s statement above extracted, his evidence before the 
Commissioners on the 20th April 1850, after describing 
the first forgery of the alteration of “ Deh” into “ Purgun- 
nah,” continued as follows : | 

“ After this when the war with the Hydrabad people 
“ took place, the army marched in that direction, and when 
“it arrived at Kala, Colonel Outram and Captain Brown 
“came from Hyderabad and joined the army. Moonshee 
“ Myadeen was also with them, and Meer Ali Moorad 
“ Khan had before arranged with him at Sukkur, that if 
“ he could get him the copy of the treaty, which had been 
“given to Government in September, he would reward 
‘ him with the sum of 10,000 Rupees. The Moonshee 
“ was thinking how he could manage this, when the attack 
“on the Residency at Hyderabad took place, and some 
‘of Colonel Outram’s things were left behind, and this 
“exactly answered his purpose, for he immediately told 
“me that the copy of the treaty had either been lost there, 
‘“ or he had lost it, and that therefore the discussion about 
« the substitution, of ‘ pergunnah’ for ‘ deh’ (village) was at 
“anend, and he then demanded the payment of the 10,000 
“ Rupees reward. I replied ‘very good ; when the Meer 
“ ‘arrives at Hyderabad some arrangement will be made 
“about this.’ I then wrote to Meer Ali Morad what I 
‘‘ have related above, and told him to rest satisfied, as the 
“ writing hadbeen lost. After this, in the month of April, 
“ Ah Morad Khan sent another copy of the treaty of 
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“ Nownahur to me to Hydrabad, by the hands of Hafiz 
“ Noor Mahomed Khan, a Mooltanee Puthan. In this 
“the words ‘ Purgunnah Meerpoor, Mathela, bamar 
“ (together with) Mehurkee’ were inserted; and Hafiz 
“ Noor Mahomed Khan told me, that this copy was to 
“ be entered in the Government records; I therefore 
“ gave it for record accordingly on the 4th April. After 
“this Meer Ali Morad Khan came to Hydrabad, and 
“ Moonshee Myadeen again began to demand the money 
“fromhim. The Meer replied that if he could get the 
“book for him in which translations of papers of this 
“kind were kept, he would immediately pay him the 
“money. The Moonshee, in reply, agreed to do this for 
“him, but asked for security for the payment of the money 
“afterwards, and proposed that of Sheikh Ali Hussain 
“should be given. The Meer then told me to become 
“ security, which I did ; and the Moonshee sent the book 
“ required to Meer Ali Morad an the middle of June 1843. 
“The Meer then borrowed the sum of 50,000 Kora ru- 
“pees from one of the Ameers residing at Hydrabad, and 
‘‘ paid Moonshee Myadeen 10,000 out of it. After this 
« T returned with the Meer to this part of the country.” 


77. Towur Mull Teheran relates the same circum- 
stance to the Commissioners in the following words :— 

“ When the fight took place at Hydrabad and the pPapersr, 
“ Governor went thcre,»l was with him; Shaikh Ati BRN 
“ Hussain was also there on the part of Meer Ali Morad. raa, page 1 
“ Before the battle of Meeanee, Colonel Outram and 
“ Captain Brown, together with the Moonshee Myadeen, 
‘‘went down from Dejee-ka-Kote in the steamer 


“to Hydrabad, and when they got to the garden and 


pers relat- 
o charges 
ist Ali Mo- 
prge 145, 


50 


“had alighted there, I heard from Mirza Daood, that 
“ Moonshee Myadeen had lost the Persian and English 
“ copies of the treaty of Nownahur which were on the re- 


“ cords of Government; I went and told Captain Brown 


“ of this, and he sent for Moonshee Myadeen and asked 
“ him where the book containing the copies of papers of 
“ this kind was. The Moonshee replied, that it must be 
“among the other records, and he would look for it and 
“get it. He then went and searched for it and reported 
“to Captain Brown that he could not find it. Captain 
‘“ Brown was very angry with him in consequence, and 
“ placed him in arrest seven or eight days. Afterwards, 
“ Captain Brown again sent for him, and asked him how 
“it had been lost, and he replied that it had been lost 
“when the Beloochees plundered the Residency of Hydra- 
“bad. Captain Brown after this released him and employed 
“ Mirza Daood likewise. When Meer Ali Moorad came 
“to Hydrabad, I heard that Moonshee Myadeen had 
‘“ given him the book containing the copics of the Eng- 


“lish papers. This happened sometime in the month of 
“ June.” 


78. Mr. Maher, a Clerk to the Commissioner of Scinde, 
also deposed as follows :— 

“ I recollect that about the month of June 1843, a box 
“was stolen from Captain Brown's table, containing 
“ Major Outram’s secret letters and important papers writ- 
“ten during his stay at Khyrpoor. The box also contain- 
“ed some valuable Persian documents, as I was subsequent- 
“ly informed by Captain Brown, but of the exact nature 
“ of which I am not aware. Among the contents of the 
“box was an English book, which was wholly written by 
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“ myself ; it was endorsed secret. The contents of this 
“book related to disputes between the Ameers of Upper 
“ Scinde, and commenced about September 1842. Some 
“ of these papers had reference to the treaty of Nownahur, 
“but I do not recollect whether a copy or translation of 
“ that treaty was among them. 

“What proceedings were adopted by Captain Brown 
“on the loss of the box ?—Every inquiry was made among 
“ the whole establishment, and suspicion fell on Moonshee 
‘““ Myadeen, who was currently believed to have taken it. 
“The Moonshee was immediately suspended by Captain 
“ Brown, but as nothing could be proved against him, he 
“was again employed for a short time and then dismiss- 
“ed altogether. The box, with its contents, was never 
“afterwards heard of. 

“ Are you acquainted witha person named Mirza Daood ! 
“ T was acquainted with a Moonshee of that name, who 
“was employed in the office of the Secretary to the Go- 
“ vernment of Scinde in 1844, and who died in the year 
“ 1848.” 


79. The above quotations complete the case alleged 
against your Memorialist. Now it will strike your Hon’ble 
Court as remarkable, that whilst the Commissioners ac- 
knowledge that the evidence of Shaik Alli Hoossain and 
Peer Alli Gohur and Towur Mull would be wholly unworthy 
of credit unless tested by infernal marks of probability or cox- 
roborated by collateral proofs, that they should not havecom- 
pared the statements of these persons with the records of Go- 
vernment—a test then available to them, of the most satisfac- 
tory nature, and from which the Commissioners would at 
once have discovered the truthfulness or otherwise of the 
story laid before them. Your Memorialist has already done 
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this in two instances: 1st, in correcting the erroneous im- 
pression a8 to Sir C. Napier’s proclamation ; 2ndly, in 
drawing attention to the correspondence disclosing the 
nature of the enquiry Captain Pope was making’ at 
Khyrpoor in August 1843, and his reason for asking at 
that time to see the treaty of Nownahur. 


80. But in testing the evidence given before the Com- 
mission and above extracted, it is very material that your 
Hon'ble Court should know the exact nature of the records 
kept in Scinde during the period in which the supposed 
transactions are represented to have taken place. 


81. From the time of the arrival of the Iate Mr. 
Ross Bell, in 1839, as the Political Agent in Upper Scinde, 
there were always two departments in the Agent’s offico— 
the Persian and the English. And up to the year 1847 every 
Persian paper recorded was numbered, and had the order 
made thereon endorsed upon it with the initials of the 
Political Agent or his Assistant, or the Secretary to Go- 
vernment, or the Persian Interpreter to Sir Charles 
Napier subscribed thereto, and every important paper so 
recorded was translated and the translation was kept in 
the English Department. A weekly Diary of inward and 
outward letters was kept in the Persian Department, and 
a copy was sent to the Governor-General every week un- 
til about the beginning of the year 1843, when that practice 
was discontinued. In the English Department, a Digest 
of daily occurrences and correspondence was kept by 
the Political Agent, and afterwards by the Secretary to 
Government, and an office memorandum was also kept, in 
one or other of which the most minute circumstances were 
entered, but particularly the visits from the Vakeels of the 
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Ameers of Scinde, the conversations with them, the letters 
and papers they brought, the employment or suspension of 
Clerks, Moonshees, Peons or others, the accusations 
against them, the punishment awarded and all the rumours 
of the day ; and copies of this digest were sent periodically 
to the Governor-General and also to the Government of 
Bombay. 


82.. This digest and office memorandum, your Memo- 
rialist believes, are stillon the records of the Scinde Go- 
vernment, and at any rate copies of the digest must be on 
the records of the Government of India and of the Go- 
vernment of Bombay, and from it will necessarily appear 
the exact date on which the box of records, deposed to by 
the witnesses as having been stolen from the table of Cap- 
tain Brown at Hydrabad, was stolen, its actual contents, 
the names of the persons suspected, the grounds of the 
suspicion, and the punishment which any persons may have 
been subjected to for the same. 


83. Had this digest, which seems to have been before 
the Commissioners, as it is in some parts referred to in 
their observations, been carefully examined by them, they 
would have ascertained that the bulk of the statements 
made by Shaik Ali Hoossain, Peer Ali Gohur and Towur 
Mull Teheran, and which the Commissioners rely on as 
trustworthy, were wholly false and fictitious, and that they 
had been manufactured in concert together for the express 
purpose of criminating your Memorialist. 


84. Your Memorialist will ask your Hon’ble Court to 
apply this unfailing test to a most important statement, 
that a copy of the treaty of Nownahur was placed on the 
Scinde records immediately after the battle. 
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85. Shaik Ali Hoosain’s statement on this point to the 
Commissioners is as follows : 

“ Ali Moorad remained there” (Nownahur) “ that night, 
“ and the following day I took the Koran and a letter from 
“ the Meer, with a copy of the treaty, to Captain Brown. 
“ The Koran was shewn to him and the copy given for the 
“ records.” And in reply to a question from the Commis- 
sioner he stated (that this copy) “ was written either by 
‘“ Moonshce Busharat Alli or Moonshee Kissondass.” 


86. Peer Ali Gohur deposed on the same day as fol- 
lows : 

“ Shaik Alli Hoosain sent a copy of the treaty when it 
“ was first entered into, for the Government records” &c. &e. 


87. Towur Mull joined in these statements in the fol- 
lowing words: “ On the 18th September 1842, Shaik Alli 
“ Hoosain brought the Koran and shewed it to Captain 
“ Brown, explaining at the same time all that had occurred. 
“ Moonshee Moyadeen placed a copy of this in the Persian 
“ records, and had a translation made of it likewise in 
“ English.” 


88. The Commissioners do not appear to have thought 
it necessary to ask these two last witnesses whether the 
particular circumstances they were detailing with regard to 
this copy of the treaty were within their personal know- 
ledge or not, or whether they were with Captain Brown at 
Sukkur at the time; but the fact that a copy of the treaty 
had been recorded by Captain Brown a very few days 
after the battle, was taken throughout the enquiry as 
established by the above evidence. 
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89. Now if the copy of the treaty here said to have been 
given to Captain Brown for his records and te have been 
recorded by him, (and which copy other portions of the 
evidence are directed to shew your Memorialist employed 
Moonshee Moydeen to steal back for him) had in fact been 
received and recorded by Captain Brown, the same would 
in the due course of business have been numbered, regularly 
entered in the Diary, and a translation would have been 
entered on the English record, and a copy of it sent to the 
Governor-General and another copy to the Government of 
Bombay; and it would have been perfectly easy at this 
moment to give from the records the number and date of 
this copy of the treaty. But it did not occur to the Com- 
missioners to expose the above assertion of a very impor- 
tant fact to this simple and self-evident test. Your 
Memorialist will however refer to Captain Brown’s own 
description of his interview with Shaik Ali Hoosain after 
the battle of Nownahur, and which is as follows: . 

“ Shaik Alli Hoosain, Vakeel of Meer Alli Moorad  gyteact tr: 
“ Khan, waited upon me, to shew me the agreement 9 i 8°! : 
“ written in the Koran of his master consequent on the late septemberl8 
“fight at Khyrpoor by Meer Rustom Khan. I declined 5.00.4 vet 
“ however of having any more to say in the matter, as the ing to char; 
«“ Ameer had not thought fit to follow the advice I had aren on 
“formerly given to him on the subject.” This is all that 
Captain Brown records of Shaik Alli Hoosain’s visit to him 
after the battle of Nownahur. Init thereis no allusior - 
to any copy of the treaty having been taken as an office 
copy or record, or having even been offered by Shaik Alli 
Hoosain to Captain Brown; and it seems probable from 
the language of the entry that if any such copy had been 
offered, Captain Brown would have refused to receive it. 
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It is scarcely possible that he should on this occasion have 
received and recorded a copy of the treaty, and should not 
have mentioned it. His digest immediately before records 
all the rumours that had reached him of the battle of 
Nownahur; and the nature of the arrangements is also in- 
correctly recorded. Further, Captain Brown's letter written 
on the same day, the 20th September 1842, to his superior 
Major Qutram, and immediately after Shaik Alli Hoos- 
sain’s visit, does not enclose any copy of the treaty of Now- 
nahur as it certainly would have done if Captain Brown had 
kept and recorded a copy of that treaty as deposed to by 
the witnesses. It would in that event have been Captain 
Brown's duty to have transmitted a translation of this docu- 
ment to Major Outram, and that duty, it may safely be said, 
would not have been omitted. Other circumstances which 
will be hereafter noticed rebut in the strongest manner the 
presumption of any copy of the Nownahur treaty having 
been recorded by Captain Brown, and if your Hon'ble Court 
shall be satisfied that no copy of the treaty was in fact so 
recorded, you will then be able to appreciate at its full 
value the gross and scandalous charge made against your 
Memorialist of employing Moonshee Méyadeen to steal 
this supposed copy from the records—a charge, however, 
which the first invention rendered it necessary to concoct 
to explain the absence from the records of the copy that 
should have been there and forthcoming if the first part of 
‘the story had been true. 0 


90. But it was necessary for the accusers of your 
Memorialist, to make their case complete, to produce before 
the Commission some copy of the treaty in the shape in 
which they alleged that treaty to have been originally 
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framed, and accordingly a copy marked as Exhibit O No. 5 
was given by the Hindoo witness Towar Mull to Captain 
Younghusband, Lieutenant of Police at Shikarpore, very 
shortly before the Commission assembled; and this was the 
first intimation the authorities in Scinde ever had that such 
«copy was forthcoming or ever had emstence. The Com- 
mission have done your Memorialist the justice to reject 
this document on the ground that it has the appearance of 
having been tampered with, but it is important for your 
Memorialist to refer to its history as given by the witnesses, 
because the obvious and barefaced falsehood deposed to 
with respect to it should have elicited a condemnation of it 
as a genuine paper onbroader and moresatisfactory grounds. 


91. Towur Mull deposes that on the 1ith Shaban, 
corresponding with the 17th September 1842, two days 
after the battle of Nownahur, he went to Babburlow by 
the orders of Major Clibborn, in whose employ he then 
was, and had an interview with Shaik Ali Hoossain, 
who shewed him the Koran with the treaty of Now- 
uiahur written ip it. He adds :— “ From respect to 
“the Koran I did not take a copy from this with 
“my own hands, but I looked at it and read it and 
“ begged that a copy might be given to me. Shaik Ali 
‘ Hoossain then sent for his Moonshe@ Busharat Ali, 


22nd Apri 


1850. 


“and made him copy the treaty for me. Upon this I . 


“returned to Sukkur and’ gave the Sahib a copy of this 
“transcribed by myself. Major Clibborn sent this to Cap- 
* tain Brown unrth a note from himself.” 


92. The witness, although a Hindoo and who acknow- 
ledges that out of respect for the Koran he did not make 
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any copy from it himself, nevertheless pretended before 
the Commission to recognize, nine years afterwards, the 
identical Koran and the leaf alleged to have been extracted 
—Exhibit marked A No. 1—of which he says ‘“ This is the 
very leaf that was in the treaty originally!” And the man 
who could thus impudently affect to recognise a Koran 
never in his hands, but shewn to him nine years previously, 
and that a loose paper was at that time a leaf in it, has 
been handsomely rewarded for his evidence. He adds 
that he kept the copy of the treaty Busharat Ali had made 
for him “ for several years from the time I” (the witness) 
“ shewed it to Captain Brown till the arrival of the Com- 
‘missioner sometime ago at Sukkur, when I gave it to 
“Mr. Younghusband ;” and in reply to a question from 
the Court said, “I did not shew it to any one else, but 
‘“T mentioned about it both to Captain Malet and to 
“« Major Goldney.” 


93. Here again if Major Clibborn had forwarded the 
copy, as alleged, to Captain Brown, the same would have 
appeared on his records and have been now forthcoming, 
for your Memorialist is not supposed to have known of 
this copy or to have ordered it to have been stolen. It 
would also have been mentioned in the digest of intelli- 
gence, and the date and number would have been recorded 
and might have been specified by reference to the Govern- 
ment records ; but no such test was applied to Towur Mull’s | 
statement. : 


94. But the same digest would also have shewn the 
more important and fatal fact that Major Clibborn was 
not in September 1842 collecting intelligence for the Scinde 
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authorities, and that Towur Mull was not at that time 
in the employ of the British Government as a news collec- 
tor, and that it was not until after Sir C. Napier had arrived 
in Scinde, which he did in October 1842, and then not until 
after several days had elapsed that it was determined to 
have news collected for the Seinde Government by some 
independant source with which to compare the regular office 
intelligence. Sir C. Napier introduced this new depart- 
ment and requested Major Clibborn accordingly to collect 
such intelligence for him, and had the Commissioners sent 
for the Scinde Records, they might have ascertained the exact 
day on which Major Clibborn entered on this duty, as well 
from his digest itself as from the Contingent Bills sent in 
by him for expences connected with it, and that would at 
once have exposed the falsehood of the witness Towur 
Mull’s history. The alleged copy of the treaty produced 
by him would have shewn that he did not obtain a copy of 
a treaty two days after the battle for Major Clibborn, and 
that the paper given in by him and intended to be such 
consequently has another and different history which the 
rest of the falsehoodsadduced on the enquiry quitesufficiently 
explain. 


95. It ts important, moreover, to recollect the account 
this witness gives of his own conduct atthe time when it 
is alleged Captain Brown's box of records, including the 
Persian and English copies’ of the treaty of Nownahur, was 
stolen. 


96. Towur Mull deposed that he wasthe person who went 
and apprised Captain Brown of the loss. “ I then went 
“and told Captain Brown of this and he sent for Moonshee 
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‘“ Moyadeen and asked him where the book containing the 
“copies of papers of this kind was.” (The Moonshee 
reported that he could not find it). ‘“ Captain Brown was 
“ then very angry with him in consequence, and placed him 
“im arrest seven or eight days.” All this time the wit- 
ness, according to his own shewing, had in his pos- 
session the copy of the treaty he had obtained from 
Busharat Ali, and yet he did not communicate this, 
or offer to give it, ar a copy of it, to Captain Brown, 
to replace that which it is now pretended had then 
been so stolen. The witness further states that he learnt 
in June following that Moonshee Moyadeen, had given the 
stolen papers to your Memorialist. The witness thus 
becomes possessed of a most important piece of information, 
which rendered the copy of the treaty in his possession and 
in Busharat Ali's handwriting a document of the utmost 
value. 


97. Now this same witness during the months of 
April, May, June, and July 1843 was under Captain Brown's 
immediate orders, and was applying for a reward for his 
services for which he had been recommended by Major 
Clibborn, and he finally succeeded in getting his pay encreas- 
ed to rupees 100 per mensem and in obtaining the grant of 
a small garden in Upper Seinde. And your Memorialist 
confidently submits to your Hon'ble Court that it is 
sltogether incredible that with every motive to seek the 
favour of his superiors, when actually petitioning for re- 
wards from the British Government, and with nothing to 
fear from your Memorialist, the witness should have 
abstained from shewing the important document he then 
had in his possession to Captain Brown, and whom he had 
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seen so angry at the loss of the original office copy and its 
translation. 


98. The Scinde Records will shew the exact date on 
which this witness’s salary was encreased. The same 
records, it is believed, will also shew that he was at Sukkur 
in October 1843, under the immediate orders of Captain 
Pope, and whilst that officer was conducting the enquiry 
into the treaty of Nownahur, consequent on the receipt by 
him of the following letter from Captain Pelly, enclosing 
one from your Memorialist relating to his rights under 
that treaty :— 

“ Kurrachee, 8th October, 1843. 
“Sir, 

“T am directed by his Excellency the Governor of 
“ Scinde to forward to you the enclosed translation of a! 
“letter from His Highness Meer Ali Moorad, and to re-* 
“ quest you will be good enough to furnish him with any 
“ information you may have, or may be able to collect on 
“ the subject. His Excellency wishes you to write also 
“to the Right Honorable the Governor-General direct, 
“furnishing him with such information as you may be 
“able to collect. His I¢xcellency has this day written to 
“the Right Honorable the Governor-General, inforngng 
“him that he has directed you to do so.’, 


99. As Towur Mull had been collecting news for the 
British Government for several months, it is almost as of 
course that he should have been asked by Captain Pope 
whether he knew any thing about the treaty ; but whether 
asked or not he confessedly did not communicate to that 
yentleman that your Memorialist was producing a forged 
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treaty to him ; that to enable him to do this he had caused 
the original copy of the Nownahur treaty to be stolen and 
had contrived to possess himself of it through Moonshee 
Moyadeen in June previously, when your Memorialist 
was at Hydrabad, and that he, the witness, nevertheless, had 
a truthful copy of the treaty written two days after the 
battle by one of your Memorialist’s own servants, a copy 
of which the witness had given to Major Clibborn, and which 
he had forwarded to Captain Brown. No person in his 
senses will credit that the witness would not have availed 
himself of the opportunity of Captain Pope’s enquiry to 
relate these things to that gentleman and exhibit the copy 
to him, and thus to obtain the favors and reward of the 
British Government. Can stronger internal evidence be 


‘adduced that the copy of the treaty produced after so many 


years for the first time by this witness, never was in his 
possession until recently, and that it has been manufactured 
for the purpose of this enquiry. 


100. Your Memorialist will hereafter point out other 
gross fabrications of this witness. 


101. Buthe is desirous first of drawing the attention 
of your Hon'ble Court to the consideration of another very 
important paper, the copy of the treaty which Shaik Alli 
Hoosain alleges that he placed on the records of Govern- 
ment on the 4th of April 1843, by the desire of your 
Memorialist (paper C No. 4 of Exhibit F). This docu- 
ment has been treated throughout as a most trustworthy 
piece of evidence against your Memorialist. 


102. The Commissioners observe upon it as follows :— 
“4, The only copy of the treaty now on the records 
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“of the British Government, and which there is no reason 
“ to doubt was placed there at the date of the receipt entry 
*‘ endorsed on it, the 4th April 1843, and has vemained 
“ there ever since, corroborates Shekh Ali Hussain's state- 
“ment as to its having been then delivered for record by 
‘‘ him, in consequence of the loss of the first copy.” | 


103. This sentence furnishes a very good illustration Papers r 
of the notions which the Commissioners entertain of the pales He 
nature of corroborative evidence. But the Commissioners, "2°! 
in showing this papertothe witness Shaik Ali Hoosain on the 
22nd April 1850, speak of it as if it had actually been re- 
corded by Captain Brown, thus : (“The copy of the treaty 
“ which was given to Captain Brown, in the handwriting 
“ of Moonshee Busharut Ali and marked C, is then shown 


“« to witness. ) 


104. The Hon'ble Mr. Willoughby, in the 14th para: 
of his Minute on the case, refers to this copy of the treaty 
in the following words : | 
“ The fourth document is strongly corroborative of Ali Ditto, pag 
“ Moorad’s guilt. It is a copy of the treaty of Nownahur, 
“clandestinely entered into the Scinde records in heu of 
“ the genuine copy originally furnished to Captain Brown, 
“subsequently abstracted through the knavery of the 
‘““Moonshee Moideen. It is in the handwriting of 
“ Busharut Ali.” ° - 


105. The Right Hon’ble the Governor-General, in his 
Minute on the case, speaks of this copy of the treaty as “ the 
“ confessedly authentic copy of the treaty deposited in the 
« Scinde records in April 1843. 
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106. Itis surprising that with not one grain of evi- 
dence to support the assertion of Shaik Ali Hoosain, that 
this copy was placed on the Government records in April 
1843, the Commission and the confirming authorities 
should have taken so important a statement as unquestion- 
able, and have then treated it as something independant of 
Shaik Ali Hoosain’s other statements, and as corroborating 
them in a very important manner. The Commissioners 
and the Hon'ble Mr. Willoughby actually seem to 
suppose that the endorsement on this document, of its 
having been received on the 4th April 1843, is an 
official memorandum, as if the document had actual- 
ly come there in the due course of business and 
not “ clandestinely,” as Mr. Willoughby himself had 
only a few lines before mentioned. If this endorsement 
was made in the office, in whose handwriting is it, why 
are there not the usual initials of the officer in charge 
underneath; but itis needless to reason that it was not 
officially received, for the case made is, that the paper was 
clandestinely brought on the Government records, and the 
endorsement therefore is the date chosen by the person who 
so brought it on the records, and was fixed on by him as the 
one that would serve the object he had in view in introduc- 
ing it at all. 


107. Butit seems never to have occurred to the Com- 
rhissioners that if Shaik Ali Hovusain had really given a 
copy of the treaty to Captain Brown to record after the 
battle of Nownahur, and if that treaty had been recorded, 
and if your Memorialist had employed persons to steal it 
and substitute another in. its place, that the date of the 
theft and the date of the sqleititution of the new copy would 
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have had some reasonable proximity to one another, and 
not nearly six and a half months interval ; and further, 
that if these statements had been true instead of being wil- 
fully false and a modern invention, your Memorialist, on 
recciving back the stolen copy, would have caused the new 
one, about to be substituted, to have the same number, date 
of receipt, and endorsement on it, as the stolen one in the 
due course of business had had ; and so acute a person as 
Shaik Ally Hoossain would have taken care to have had it 
placed amongst the records of September 1842 according 
to its number. In inventing a story the witness had over- 
looked this certain incident in a real transaction. 


108. Having now adverted to all the copies of the 
treaty recorded by the Commission, or mentioned in the 
depositions, your Memorialist appeals to your Hon’ble Court 
to subject them to a further test, namely, by comparing 
the statements with regard to these documents with the 
acknowledged history of the rise and progress of the charge 
of forgery against your Memorialist and the steps taken by 
the British Officers in Scinde to collect proofs of the charge: 
Mr. Pringle, the late Commissioner of Scinde, gives this 
history in the memorandum drawn up by him for submis- 
sion to the Most Noble the Governor-General, on the occa~ 
sion of his visit to Sukkur, dated the 29th January, 1850. 
“Para. 13. This was the state of these questions on my Papers: 
“ succeeding Sir Charles Napier in the Government of the ee 
‘ province in the end of September 1847, when he brought rad, page | 
“ the subject” (meaning the supposed forgery in the Nowna- 
hur treaty) “to my notice as one then pending, andinformed 
“me that the proofs of it were with the Secretary, the late 
“ Captain Brown. Heat the same time gave me a memo- 
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“ yandum detailing the measures he would recommend for 
“ adoption when the matter should come to be disposed of” 
&e. &e. 

“14, I forwarded Sir Charles Napier’s paper to 
« Sir George Clerk, then Governor of Bombay, and directed 
“ the Secretary, Captaan Brown, tomake a memorandum of 
“ the circumstances connected with the discovery of the alleged 
“« frauds and to keep all proofs for production when required ; 
“also, to collect the correspondence regarding the pro- 
“ posed treaty, the records respecting which he informed 
“me were in some respects incomplete, and to be ready to 
“ give every requisite explanation upon tt when it should come 
“under consideration. All further proceedings were defer- 
“ red until the arrival of Sir George Clerk, whose inten- 
“tion it was shortly to visit the province. 

“15. Circumstances delayed Sir George Clerk’s visit 
“until the month of February 1848, when the season was 
“ so far advanced, and the state of his health was such, that 
“ he was unable personally to undertake the settlement of 
“ these questions, but he was made acquainted with the infor- 
“ mation regarding the alleged fraud then in the possession of 
“ Captan Brown, and led me to expect that he would 
“ communicate tome his views on the subject. 

“16. Soon after Sir George Clerk’s return to Bombay, 
“the state of his health obliged him to quit India, and it 
“ was not until the month of October 1848 that I reccived 
“ secret instructions from the Bombay Government, founded 
“T presume on the information obtained by Sir George 
“ Clerk when here, to proceed with the enquiry into the 
“ alleged fraud, but leaving it to my discretion to postpone 
“ this if the then state of affairs in the Punjaub, where the 
‘“ Mooltan insurrection had broken out, should render it 


“ expedient. 
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“17. In the mean time my Secretary, Captain Brown, 
“ who had proceeded to Mooltan to join his regiment on 
“ service, returned dangerously ill, and died shortly after 
“in Bombay, without being able again to transact business. 
“ He left the papers connected with the fraud and the records 
“on the subject of the treaty, to be delivered to me by his head 
“ clerk ; and it is from them I have been obliged to derive 
‘“my information on these subjects under considerable 
“ disadvantage from the absence of such personal explana- 
“ tions as Captain Brown alone could have furnished.” 


109. The Memorandum drawn up by Captain Brown, 
and referred to by Mr. Pringle, is printed at the 65th page 
of the papers relating to the charges preferred against your 
Memorialist, and Shaik Ally Hoossain’s then statement to 
Captain Brown is annexed thereto, and this Memorandum, 
though not dated, refers to Captain Brown's digest of the 
16th September 1847, and must therefore have been written 
between that date and the 28th February 1848, the date 
of a subsequent Memorandum prepared by Captain Brown 
for the Commissioner. But in neither of these, nor in 
Shaik Ally Hoossain’s statement annexed tothe first, is there 
any mention whatever of a copy of the original treaty having 
been given by that person to Captain Brown as an office 
record, immediately after the battle; of thatcopy having been 


subsequently stolen by persons employed by your Memorial—__ 


ist for that purpose, or of a new copy of the treaty having been 
clandestinely substituted on the Government records on the 
4th of April 1843, by Shaik Ally Hoosain himself. Although 
in Mr. Pringle’s memorandum above quoted Captain 
Brown is represented to have informed the Commissioner 
that his records were “ somewhat incomplete,” it is improba- 
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ble that so mild an expression would have been used to 
designate that one of the most important of these records, 
namely, the original copy of the treaty, had been stolen. 
Captain Brown's Digest of September 1847 will contain 
all Shaik Alli Hoosain’s statement to him at that time, but 
nothing will be found therein regarding the theft of the 
usual copy of the treaty, or the new and altered copy now 
represented to have been then actually on the records, and 
to have been introduced by Shaik Alli Hoosain himself 
thereon four years previously. It will be obvious that when 
Captain Brown, by Sir C. Napier’s desire, collected the 
proofs of the alleged forgery, and was afterwards ordered 
by Mr. Pringle “to make a memorandum of the circum- 
“stances connected with the discovery of it, and to keep 
“all the proofs ready for production when required”—that 
on the first, if not both, of these occasions, the records must 
have been searched for any documents that would throw 
any light on the subject. Captain Brown and every person 
in his office would not have forgotten that Shaik Ally 
Hoossain had given him a copy of the Nownahur treaty 
a very few days after the battle, or the fact that he 
had done so, and that it was recorded, must have been 
discovered from some of the records; and some mention 
of the loss of this document would have found its 
way into Captain: Brown’s memorandum, or would have 
been communicated by him to Mr. Pringle; and in 


“searching the records, the copy of the treaty said to have 


been clandestinely recorded on the 4th April 1843 would 
have been found and added to “the proofs” in Captain 
Brown’s collection. But your Hon'ble Court will observe 
that, although the enquiry commenced before Sir C. Napier 
left Scinde, and notwithstanding all Mr. Pringle had heard, 
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both from Sir C. Napier and Captain Brown personally, 
and from other sources, i was not until after he had finshed 
his memorandum of the 27th December 1849 for submission 
to the Governor-General, and between that day and the 1st 
January 1850, that Mr. Pringle heard that there had been 
any copies of the Nownahur treaty on the records of the 
Scinde Government; and the inference is inevitable, your 
Memorialist contends, that it was about that time that the 
copy of the treaty with the 4th April 1843 purposely 
endorsed on it to deceive, was first introduced amongst the 
Government records, and that it was then determined for 
the first time—Captain Brown being dead—to set up the 
story of a copy of the original treaty having been given to 
the latter afterthe battle of Nownahur, of that copy having 
been stolen by orders of your Memorialist, and of another 
copy having been clandestinely introduced on the records, 
by his orders, on the 4th April 1843. 


110. Mr. Pringle, on the Ist January, 1850, annexed 
the following postscript to his memorandum of the 29th 
December, 1849. 

“ P.S. Since the above paper was written, I have re- 
“ceived information tending to show that two genuine 
“ copies of the treaty of Nownahur were at one time on 
“the records of the Scinde Government, but were sur- 
“reptitiously abstracted from them and a spurious one, 
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“ containing the present interpolation, substituted ; to effect ~~’ 


“ which, it is alleged, that a lakh of rupees was expended. 
“ This took place in March, 1843, one month after the 
“ battle of Meeanee and four months before the alleged 
“ fraud in the Koran, which was perpetrated 20 days before 
‘“‘ Captain Pope proceeded to Khyrpore to examine the 
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“ deed (also in a Koran) in which the public cession of the 
“Turban was made, and took the opportunity of examin- 
“ ing this one also, when of course it would correspond with 
“its present appearance. I have not the means of imme- 
“ diately verifying this information, and it may not perhaps 
“be strictly accurate in its details, but there are circum- 
“stances which give to its general substance a consider- 
“ able prima facte appearance of probability. 
“1st January, 1850." 


111. Your Memorialist confidently asserts that the end of 
the year 1849, when Mr. Pringle received the information 
referred to in the above postscript, was the first occasion on 
which any such statement had been put forth in Scinde ; and 
that it never could, or would, have been made, if Captain 
Brown had then been alive. Shaik Ally Hoossain had 
shortly before arrived at Sukkur from Mooltan, and a very 
few days afterwards, that is to say on the 9th of January, 
1850, he was taken by Lieut. Younghusband, Lieutenant 
of Police, before Mr. Pringle, and the copy of the treaty 
pretended to have been recorded on the 4th April 1843 
having then for the first tume been found, was put into the 
witness's hands. It is most important to note what he then 
said about it, for your Hon'ble Court will perceive 
that he had not then quite determined, or arranged, with 
his accomplices as to the story that should be set up re- 
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garding it. 
112. The question put tohim by Mr. Pringle, and the 
answer, are recorded in the following terms: 


* Do you know this paper?” (the copy of the treaty of 
Nownahar is here shown to him marked C),—“ Yes; this is 
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“the handwriting of Busharat Ali, but it must have been 
“written subsequent to the forgery, for it has the pergun- 
“nah of Mcerpoor, and Mahtelah clearly written; but I 
“am not aware when it was given.” 


113. Three months afterwards, when giving his evidence 
before the Commission, the witness deposed regarding the 
same document as follows : 

“ After this, in the month of April, Ali Moorad Khan sent papers rela 
“ another copy of the treaty of Nownahur to me to Hydra- st a ne 
“bad, by the hands of Hafiz Noor Mahomed Khan, a 74, page 140. 
“ Mooltanee Puthan. In this the words ‘ Pergunnah 
“ Meerpoor, Mahtelah, bamar (together with) Mehurkee’ 
“ were inserted ; and Hafiz Noor Mahomed Khan told 
“ me that this copy was to be entered on the Government 
“records. Lf, therefore, gave it for record accordingly on the 
“ Ath April,” (1843.) 


114. When cross-examined with regard to this paper, 
two days afterwards, the question put to him and his an- 


swer are recorded as follows : 
“ When Meer Ali Moorad sent Hafiz Noor Mahomed piltecpae 4 

‘¢ Khan, Pathan Mooltanee, to you, with a copy of the treaty 
“of Nownahur, in April, as you formerly stated, did he 

“ send any letter with him ?”——* He wrote,to the effect that 

«“ T was to attend to whatever Hafiz Noor Ahmed Khan 
“told me. Besides this letter, there was a prece of paper on -~- 
“ which the words ‘ Pergunnah Mahtelah, Meherpoor, bamar 

“ Mehurkee were written. Hafiz Noor Ahmed Khan told 
“me that he had been directed to show me this paper, and 
“then take it back ; and that I was to give a copy of the 
“treaty, written by my own Moonshee, with these altera- 
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tions, for the purpose of being placed among the Govern- 
“ment records. I, therefore, did all this as I had been 
“ ordered to do.” 

x Sr st x v 

“ You first stated that Meer Ali Moorad had sent you 
‘“acopy of the treaty by Hafiz Noor Ahmed Khan, with 
“the alterations of ‘ Pergunnah Mathela, Meerpoor 
‘‘bamar Mehurkee’ inserted in it, and directed you to give 
“it to Government for record ; and now you state that he 
‘sent you a separate piece of paper with these words writ- 
“ten on it, and told you to have these words inserted in a 
“ fresh copy of the treaty and to give this for record ; what 
“explanation do you give of this? I did not mention that 

‘a copy of the treatyhad been sent, but merely a copy, by 
' “which I meant a piece of paper on which the words 
‘“«* Pergunnah Meerpore, Mathela, bamar Mehurkee’ were 
“written. Refer to my statement, and you will find that 
“these words are mentioned in it.” 

It is unnecessary to comment on this evidence, so utterly 
inconsistent with itself and so manifestly concocted for a 
purpose. The tests your Memorialist have applied to 1t must 
have convinced your Hon'ble Court that the copy of the 
treaty alleged to have been registered on the 4th of April 
1843, was never on the records of Government prior to 
Captain Brown's, death, or, indeed, until the close of the 
year 1849, and the arrival of Shaik Ali Hoosain at that 
time at Sukkur from Mooltan. 


115. But the language of the document itself 
places the witnesses in a complete dilemma, and contradicts 
and manifestly falsifies either their statement as to the 
time when it was recorded, or their account of the 
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second forgery. It was not until August 1843 that Cap- 
tain Pope desired to see the Koran in which the Nowna- 
hur treaty was recorded, nor until then is it pretended that 
it ever occurred to any one to make a second forgery by 
extracting a leaf and substituting another. Shaik Ali 
Hoosain’s evidence on this point before the Commis- 
sioners is as follows : 
“ About this time it reached the ears of Captain Pope, that , Paes * 
“ some forgery had been made in the Koran containing the against al 
“ treaty, and he therefore sent for it for the purpose of ex- a 
“ amining it. When [ saw the Koran [found great erasures 
“in it which could not escape detection, and asked the Meer 
“ how I could shew it in that state to Captain Pope. The 
“ Meer also became perplexed, and, after much considera- 
“ tion, proposed that, as the treaty was written on four pages 
“and the alterations and erasures had only been made in 
the first, and the one containing the seals was perfect, the 
« first leaf should be taken out and another written by Peer 
“ Ali Gobur and substituted for it.” 


116. This was the origin and sole cause of the new 
leaf being introduced. Peer Ali Gohur deposes to the 
same effect, and fixes the date of the new leaf being written 
in the following words :—“ Three days after I had written pitio, page 
« the new page in the Koran, Captain Pope came to Khyr- 
“ poor and asked me whether the handwriting was mine, 
“ to which I replied that it was.” 


117. Itis now for those who place credit in the above 
statements to consider how the Pergunnahs Mahtehla, 
Meerpoor, Mehurkee introduced into the Koran for the 
first time, it is said, by a new leaf, in August 1843, found 


their way into a copy of the treaty prepared and registered 

inthe month of April previously. The leaf said to have 

been extracted is produced by Shaik Ali Hoossain to the 

authorities, and it will be seen on examining it, that the 

only alteration beyond that of substituting “ Pergunnah” 

for village, is, that the words “ Bu-Mirzee” were attempted 

to be altered into ““ Mehurkee.” Major Lang’s note above 

cited, appended to the extracted leaf, mentions that “in at- 

relat- “tempting to make Bu-Mirzee into Mehurkee, the papers 

i. “seem to have been spoilt.” Confessedly, but for the clumsi- 

09 ness of the first forgery, no second one would have been 

attempted, so that if Captain Pope had seen the Koran, it 

would not have corresponded with the copy of the treaty 

then, as itis said, on the records of government ; and it is 

therefore obvious, that inasmuch as this copy does not 

correspond with the alleged extracted leaf, but does entire- 

ly correspond with the new leaf said to have been inserted 

in August subsequently, that is to say with the Koran in 

its present state, either no alteration was made in August 

1843 to deceive Captain Pope, or that its state when shewn 

to him was the state in which it was on and previously to 

the 4th of April 1843; or that such alleged copy must have 

been made and recorded subsequently to the Koran being 
shewn to Captain Pope. 


118. The Commissioners, taking no notice of this, express 
—their conviction that the copy of the treaty, which they are 
satisfied was recorded on the 4th April 1843, corroborates 
Shatk Ally Hoossain’s evidence in a “ remarkable point, 
“ which Shaik Ally Hoossain did not himself notice, nor at 
“ first perceive the force of, when questioned upon it; which 
‘is, that it-bears the ‘ Mehurkee’ followed by Khood, but 
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“without the intermediate ‘Bu Mirzee; and in this 
“ respect, appeared to warrant the inference that it was at 
“ that time intended to support the claim by interpolating 
“ the additional matter without resorting to the substitution. 
“ of a fresh writing ; for, although the word Meherpoor does 
“not appear in the extracted leaf, it is evident that an 
“ attempt was made to alter ‘ Bu Mirzee’ into Mehurkee ; . 
“and had this succeeded, Meherpoor might have been 
“ inserted before it, and the word Khood must of course 
“have remained alone, without ‘ Bu Mirzee’ preceding 
“it as it now appears inthe Koran. Hither reading would 
“make sense, but a slightly different sense.” 


119. Your Memorialist has extracted the above obser- 
vation because the Commissioners fancy that they have 
discovered a remarkable corroboration of Shaik Ally Hoos- 
sain’s statement in the circumstance that the word “ Bu 
Mirzec” has been omitted in the copy of the treaty said 
to have been recorded on the 4th of April 1843. Your 
Memorialist does not wonder that the witness did not 
himself notice, or at first perceive the force of, this point when 
questioned about it, and your Memorialist wholly disputes 
that it has any force at all. The copy of the treaty of the 
4th April 1843 is, and has been shewn to be, altogether 
spurious, aid whether “ Bu Mirzee” was omitted by 
accident of the copyist or artfully, is wholly immaterial. 
The Commissioners are in‘error in supposing that the word ° 
“ Bu Mirzce” is not in the treaty in the Koran, and they 
ereatly mistake in saying that if “ Bu Mirzee” had been 
successfully converted into “ Mchurkee,” the word Mel er- 
poor could have been inserted before it; for the word “ Bu- 
Mirzee” appears in the middle, not at the end, of a line, 
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and there could have been no room for the introduction of 
any thing more. Moreover, “the inference,” that the treaty 
in the Koran being altered about April 1843, instead of 
corroborating, is flatly opposed to the history given by the 
witness of the period and history of the supposed forgeries. 


120. Your Memorialist trusts that he has now 
satisfactorily shewn to your Hon'ble Court, by tests of 
the fairest and most conclusive nature, that the documents, 
called copies of the treaty, produced before the Commission, 
are spurious and prepared for the occasion; that no copy 
was recorded by Captain Brown immediately after the battle 
of Nownahur ; and, consequently, that therenever was on the 
records of the Scinde Government any copy or translation 
which your Memorialist could have had any motive to steal, 
or could,in fact, havestolen. Asthispartof the direct evidence, 
however, is said to be confirmed by the theft of a box of Capt. 
Brown's, containing Scinde records, and as great reliance is 
placed on it by the Commissioners and the confirming 
authorities, your Memorialist will shew your Hon'ble Court, 
by an independent examination of this part of the case, that 
it is as hollow and unsubstantial as the rest of the case 
against your Memorialist. 


ars relate 121. Moonshee Towur Mull states: “ Before the 

charges “ Hattle of Mecanee, Colonel Outram and Captain Brown, 

t Ali Maes 

wo Lit. “ together with the Moonshee Moyadeen, went down from 

“ Deejee-ka-Iote in the Steamer to Hydrabad ; and when 
“they got to the garden and alighted there, | heard from 
“ Mirza Daood that Moonshee Moyadeen had lost the 
“Persian and English copies of the treaty of Nownahur 


‘‘ which were on the records of Government. I went and 
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“told Captain Brown of this. Ie sent for Moonshee 
“ Moyadeen and asked him where the book containing 
“ copies of this kind was.” 


122. Of course, if there were no Persian and English 
copies of the treaty on the records of Government at that 
time, this statement is a pure invention. But here again, 
ifthe Digest and Office Memorandum had been consulted, 
the exact day on which Captain Brown's box was stolen 
would have appeared, with the contents of it, so far at least 
us any official papers were concerned ; the name of the 
person or persons suspected, and the punishment, if any, 
awarded. The theft of Captain Brown’s box took place 
after the battle of Mecance, and whilst the army was in 
the entrenched cainp at Hydrabad, and about the end of 
March or beginning of April 1843. The box was one in 
which Captain Brown had shortly before kept a collection 
of coins and some very large emeralds and rubies belong- 
ing to the late Mr. Ross Bell, and Captain Brown, whilst 
at Sukkur and before moving to Hydrabad, had, on several 
occasions, opened the box and shewn the contents to his 
friends, and must have been seen doing so by his servants 
and others. Captain Brown was in the habit of keeping 
the box on his table, and the above circumstances satis- 
factorily explain a theft which has been turned to such 
useful account against your Memorialist. Whether the 
valuables were in the box at the time it was stolen, your 
Memorialist is unable to say, but doubtless there were 
many private and some official papers in it. But any 
official papers Jost on the occasion could have been imme- 
diately traced by Captain Brown in the Diary and Office 
Memorandum, so as to enable him to send for duplicates 


‘apers relat- 

to charges 
inst Ali Mo- 
, page 212. 


y 24 


78 
or copies of them, as may be inferred from the following 
letter addressed by him to the Secretary to the Government 
of India with the Governor-General : 
“No. 165 of 1847. 
“ Sir, 
“T have the honor to request you will authorize 
“ duplicates of the replies to letters Nos. 1153 and 1195 
“dated 21st and 26th April 1842, addressed by the late 
“ Political Agent in Scinde and Beloochistan, Colonel 
“ Outram, to T. H. Maddock, Esq., relating to disputes 
“between Meer Ali Moorad and Meer Nusseer Khan of 
“ Khyrpoor, being furnished me, as the originals are sup- 
“ nosed to have been carried off in a box of records stolen 
“from my office at Hyderabad in 1843. 
“ IXurrachee, 12th November, 1847.” 


123. The two letters so distinctly referred to by Cap- 
tain Brown, and dated jive months before the battle of Nowna- 
hur, are the only documents which it was necessary for him 
to obtain copies of from the Government of India. But it 
may be reasonably doubted whether Captain Brown was 
not writing somewhat loosely four years after the theft, 
when he described the box stolen as a box of records, though 
it may have contained some; but the fact that Captain 
Brown had the above property of the late Mr. Bell in his 
charge, is, your Memorialist believes, the origin of the theft. 

124. When the army was in the entrenched camp, Mr. 
Maher, it is believed, was at Sukkur in charge of the 
records, and not at Hydrabad ; and if so, his evidence is only 
hearsay. Mr. Surtees was with Captain Brown at the 
time of the theft, having accompanied him and Colonel 
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Outram to Hydrabad and remained with them from Janu- 
ary 1843 to May inclusive, whilst Mr. Maher, during all 
that period, was, your Memorialist believes, at Sukkur, where 
the Scinde records were, except such few as Captain Brown 
might have brought with him to Hydrabad, or have had 
sent to him subsequently, and these were in charge of Mr. 
Surtees. But neither Moonshee Towyr Mull nor Mirza 
Daood accompanied Colonel Outram and Captain Brown 
to Hydrabad, Moonshee Towur Mull being with Major 
Clibborn and Mirza Daood being, as your Memorialist 
believes, at that time at Ferozepore. Le first came to 
Hydrabad in September 1843 with a recommendation to 
Captain Brown from Sir Richmond Shakespear, and was 
first employed by the Scinde Government in the end of 
that year. Mr. Maher in his evidence dates Mirza Daood’s 
employment even later, saying that itcommenced in 1844, 
Moonshee Moyadeen, at the time Colonel Outram and 
Captain Brown arrived at Hydrabad, was actually in con- 
finement on board the “ Satellite’ Steamer, under a guard, 
not for stealing or losing office records, but for corres- 
ponding with the enemy (see Sir C. Napier’s letter to Co- 
lonel Outram, dated 4th February 1843; Colonel Outram’s 
reply, 8th February 1843, and Colonel Outram’s further let- 
ter, 12th February 1843—Supplementary Scinde Blue Book, 
pages 25, 29, 37,) and he was not released until after Meer 
Roostum Khan and other Ameers had been sent to Bom- 
bay ; and, once released, was never afterwards confined or 
suspended from employment, as the Digest and Office 
memorandum will show, and was never accused or sus- 
pected of having stolen Captain Brown's box, or any officere- 
cords. Mr. Maher’s evidence on these points, besides being 
mere hearsay, is totally incorrect. But, ifthe Commis- 
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sioners considered the theft of the box as important evi- 
dence, corroborating the statement of Shaik Ali Hoossain 
and his confederates, it would have been only proper to have 
endeavoured to have ascertained, not by the loose state- 
ment of any person, but by an actual examinaton of the 
records themselves, whether any official paper, really bear- 
ing on the Nownahur treaty, had been stolen or not, and 
what records actually were missing. It appears plainly, 
from the printed Scinde papers relating to charges against 
your Memorialist, pages 196 to 202 inclusive, that the 
correspondence from the 10th September 1842, to the 
27th September 1842, between Captain Brown and 
Colonel Outram and the Ameers, was not lost. All the 
letters received during this period, including the letters 
said to have been written by your Memorialist and Meer 
Roostum and Meer Nusseer Khan to Captain Brown, on 
the very battle field of Nownahur, and Captain Brown’s 
replies, as well as the original drafts and translations, are 
all forthcoming, and any copy of the Nownahur treaty 
given by Shaik Ali Hoossain on the-20th September 1842 
for record, must have been placed in its turn and number 
amongst these very papers, and have been kept with them 
in the same place at Sukkur. What reason had Captain 
Brown at that time for taking the Persian copy of the 
Nownahur treaty with him to Hydrabad, and keeping it 
separate from the other records of the period, on his table 
inabox ? At any rate, if he did so, its number on the file 
can be specified from those that remain. Further, Captain 
Brown’s digest from May to the 27th of September 1842 
was not stolen, and is largely quoted by the Hon’ble Mr. 
Willoughby in the 3rd para: of his Minute. Your 
Memorialist believes, that when Colonel Outram was 
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attacked by the Ameers at Hydrabad and the Residency 
plundered, some Persian, but not any English, records were. 
lost along with the property of himself and the other 
officers there; but Moonshee Moyadeen had nothing to do. 
with this, being then actually in confinement on board 
the Steamer “ Satellite” in the river, and your Memorial- 
ist believes, that the whole of the records for September 
1842, both Persian and English, on the 16th of which month 
of September 1842 the battle of Nownahur was fought, 
are perfect. 


125. Your Memorialist believes, asalready mentioned, 
that Mr. Maher was at Sukkur at the time of the theft, 
and therefore knows nothing about it of his own know- 
ledge ; but it is remarkable that, as he mentions that an 
English book written by himself, endorsed “ secret,” was 
amongst the papers in the box, that he should not be able 
to give a better account of its contents than he has done.. 


126. When asked by the Commissioners “ what Papers r 
“ proceedings were adopted by Captain Brown on the loss he a 
“of the box,” Mr. Maher replied, “ Every enquiry ™4, page l 
“ was made among the whole establishment, and suspicion 
“fell on Moonshee Moyadeen, who was currently believed 
“to have taken it; the Moonshee was immediately sus- 
“pended by Captain Brown, but as nothing could be 
“ proved against him, he was again employed for a short 


“ time and then dismissed altogether.” 


127. Nothing can be more inaccurate than this state- 
ment. If the enquiry here referred to had been really made, 
(but your Memorialist, from what he has heard, believes 
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that no enquiry at all was made, no office servant being 
in fact suspected of the theft,) the written proceedings of 
the enquiry must be forthcoming, on the face of which it 
will appear, on whose statement, and on what grounds, 
suspicion fell on Moonshee Moyadeen—when he was sus- 
pended—when released from arrest ; and the office 
memorandum will shew the same thing, but your Memo- 
rialist is confident, that a reference to it will exhibit Mr. 
Maher's extreme inaccuracy. Moonshee Moyadeen was only 
once suspended ; that occasion, and the reason for it, have 
already been pointed out. He never was dismissed from 
Government employ; he was discharged at his own 
request, about the end of the year 1843, as his petition on 
the records and the office memorandum will testify. 


128. Your Memorialist now proceeds to examine the 
only really corroborative evidence adduced in support of 
the statement of Shaik Alli Hoosain and his confederates 
in the course of the enquiry. These are the entry in Captain 
Brown's digest, immediately following his description of the 
battle of Nownahur ; the letters from Meer Rostum Khan 
and Meer Nusseer Khan to Captain Brown, written 
immediately after the battle ; the letter said to have been 
received from your Memorialist on the 18th September 
1842, and the letter produced by the witness Meer 
Mahomed Hussain, as having been written to him by your 
Memorialist shortly after the battle, dated 24th September 
1842. 


129. With respect to the first of these, it appears from 
Captain Brown's digest, that he received intelligence of the 
battle of Nownahur on the 16th of September 1842 ; the 
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battle had been fought the day before, and the treaty was 
signed in the evening. The information of the particulars 
of the battle must have reached him by a Cossid, and are 
detailed on the digest on the 16th of September 1842; a 
part of the statement is as follows : 

“ Meer Roostum, seeing thestate of things,” (that your Me- 
morialist had his opponents at his mercy) “ senthis seal by his 
“ son Meer Alli Murdonto Alli Moorad with carte blanche for 
“any terms he might chose to dictate. Meer Alli Moorad 
“replied that he came there to fight and to recover the 
“ Jands and properties that Meer Rustom and Meer Moo- 
‘“ baruck unjustly seized of his when he was a boy. On 
“ the return of Meer Alli Murdon, Meer Rustom and Syed 
“ Alli Gohur, taking with them the Koran, proceeded to 
‘““ Meer Alli Moorad’s quarters to entreat him to ccase 
“ fighting and to withdraw. When my informant came 
“away, Meer Rustom and Alli Gohur were still at Alli 
“ Moorad’s Camp.” Immediately below this is the follow- 
ing memorandum, said to have been added by Captain 
Brown on.the 20th September, 1842: . 

“ Meer Rustom Khan and Nasseer Khan have satisfi- 
‘“‘ ed the claims of Meer Alli Moorad Khan by transferring 
“to him nine villages, and hostilities have for the present 
“ been suspended; but from Meer Rustom’s continuing to 
“ collect troops and repair his guns, it is ‘generally believed 
“that he is temporizing and intends, when in sufficient 
“ strength, to meet Alli Mbtorad in the field again.” On 
what authority, or whose information, Captain Brown made 
the above entry does not appear, and it seems very im- 
probable that it should not have been written earlier 
than the 20th September 1842; for, as printed, it is entered 
in the digest from the 13th to the 19th September 1842, 
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whilst the digest from the 20th to the 26th of September 
contains an intervening entry of other matter before it re- 
cords the visit of Shaik Ally Hoosain to Captain Brown 
to show him the treaty. One thing, however, seems clear: 
that Captain Brown did not receive his intelligence of the 
nature of the treaty from Shaik Alli Hoosain, for it is re- 
corded together with some further intelligence before any 
mention is made of that person’s visit. 


130. It would appear that Meer Nusseer Khan dis- 
patched a man named Moola Mahomed to Captain Brown, 
immediately after the battle of Nownahur, with a letter from 
Meer Nasseer Khan, and seemingly one from Meer Rustom 
Khan, and both of which are set out at page 200 of the 
“‘ Scinde Papers relating to the charges preferred against 
“Meer Alli Morad.” 


131. These letters, it appears, were received by Captain 
Brown on the 18th September 1842. No part of Captain 
Brown's digest, recording his interview with Moola Maho- 
med, is printed, and yet such an interview could not have 
taken place without a memorandum of it being made by 
Captain Brown; and if Moola Mahomed had been Captain 
Brown's informant (that your Memorialist had been satisfied 
with nine villages) it is only reasonable to suppose that that 
fact would have been mentioned ; but the language of the 
entry entirely repels the presumption that it is founded on 
his information, for it mentions what no follower of 
Meer Rustom or Meer Nusscer Khan could have com- 
municated to Captain Brown, namely, that Meer Rustom 
was continuing to collect troops and repair his guns, from 
which it is generally believed that he “ is temporizing, and 
“intends, when in sufficient strength,” &. &e. 
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132. The entry, therefore, in Captain Brown's digest is 
no:more than the gossip of his own spies. 


133. The two next documents are the letters from 
Nasseer Khan and Meer Rustom Khan to Captain Brown, 
the former received on the 17th September, 1842, and the 
latter sent-apparently by Moola Mahomed, and received 
on the 18th September, 1842. 


134. In the first of these letters, as translated by Cap- 
tain Iennedy at the time it was received, the following is 
the only passage relating to the result of the battle or the 
treaty :—‘“ Meer Ali Moorad has acted without respect of 
“‘ persons, and secing that he was beyond all bounds and 
“had no regard for the usual etiquette, I was obliged to 
“ satisfy the hungry beggar with a morsel, and so put him 
“off for the time.” (Scinde Papers relating to charges 
against your Memorialist, page 198.) 


135. Ifany reliance is to be placed upon the meta- 
phorical expression thus employed, your Memorialist would 
beg to point out that it is very inconsistent, that he should 
have been beyond all bounds in his demands, and should 
then have been contented with a “ morscl.” 


136. The same passage, in a subsequent translation 
made by Captain Harding on the 31st October 1847, for 
the purpose of the Commission, is thus rendered :—‘ Meer 
« Ali Moorad became most arrogant, seeing that he had it all 
“his own way. We found him hungry, therefore satisfied 
“him at the time witha mouthful. In future, however, it 
“ will not stand good.” 
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137. Meer Rustom’s letter, translated also at different 
times, both by Captain Kennedy and Captain Harding, will 
be found at pages 73 and 200 ofthe Scinde Papers relat- 
ing to the charges, &c., &c. The only passage relating to 
the treaty is thus rendered by Captain Kennedy : 

“The Meer,” (Meer Ali Morad) “ forgetful of all de- 
“ grees of rank and kindness, commenced firing his guns 
“and musketry, and [ went up to him for the purpose of 
“ settling the matter in the best manner possible, by 
“ offering recompense, &c., when there were found to be 
“10 or 12 killed, and 8 or 10 wounded.” 


138. The same passage is thus translated by Captain 
Harding :—‘“ Meer Ali Morad, forgetting all ties, and 
‘contrary to all custom, commenced firing upon us, and 
‘before I could reach him, 10 or 12 persons had been 
* killed, and as many wounded. I approached the Meer, 
‘and, in order to obtain peace, consented to make over to 
“him some villages for the time being.” 


139. Of course, Meer Rustom Khan and Meer Nus- 
seer Khan, in communicating the result of the battle to 
Captain Brown, would not like to make the humiliating 
confession that they, had been entirely defeated by your 
Memorialist and were wholly at his mercy. 


140. Irom these letters, nc one would discover, except 
in the above passage, that they had met with any reverse 
at all, and the result of the battle and the concession made 
to your Memorialist are of course wrapped up in the 
vaguest language, as little humbling to the pride of the 
writers as it was possible to make such a communication. 
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141. But, from the information which reached Cap- 
tain Brown immediately after the battle, and which he has 
recorded in his digest of the 16th September, 1842, it will 
be seen that your Memorialist was able to dictate such 
terms of peace as he pleased ; and it is not very credible 
that he would have been satisfied with nine villages, con- 
sidering that he had for years previously been disputing 
with Meer Nusseer Khan and his father Meer Moobaruck 
Khan before him, respecting the large share of your 
Memorialist’s patrimony, which they had appropriated to 
themselves during his minority, and of which, excepting the 
five villages recovered through Mr. Ross Bell, Meer Rus- 
tom Khan and Meer Nusseer Khan were then in posses- 
sion. 


142. Captain Pope, in his letter dated Sukkur, 24th 
October, 1843, to the Government of India, speaking of 
this treaty, says :—‘“ The balance of testimony, however, 
“as well as the universal voice of the country, is decidedly 
“against its having been sealed voluntarily by Nusseer 
“ Khan. He appears to have been seated sullenly on the 
“ground some ten or twelve paces from the rest of the 
“ Chiefs. On being applied to for his seal, he is stated to 
“ have said that he had it not with him. The Ex-Ameer 
“ Rustom Khan then went up to him, and, after trying all 
‘in his power to reconcile him to what he said was inevita- 
“ble, put his hands in his nephew's waistband, from which 
‘‘ he drew the seal and applied it to the deed. 

“ His Highness” (your Memorialist) “ never appears to 
“ have obtained possession of the places thus ceded, till the 
“whole country came temporarily in his possession in 
“ January, 1843. 
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“ His Highness has frequently and fully admitted in 
“ conversation with me, that the cession was not willingly 
“made. I give His Highness’s exact words, ‘ Larkur 
“ Leea,’ he said,—i. e., that it was a conquered country, or 
“one that he had won in war.” 


143. This is the information Captain Pope had col- 
lected regarding the making and sealing of the treaty, and 
your Hon'ble Court will consider whether, as Meer Rus- 
tom Khan, then the Rais of the country, and who had not 
personally been in danger during the battle, but who in- 
terfered to protect Meer Nusseer Khan, confessedly made 
over seven villages of hisown to your Memorialist, Meer 
Nusseer Khan should have been called upon to surrender, 
- and your Memorialist should have been willing to accept, 
two villages from him, only producing an annual income 
of about Rupces four thousand, he being the person, whose 
conduct in burning your Memorialist’s villages, had brought 
on the action, and with whom your Memorialist was 
chiefly at feud; and whether there would have been the 
difficulty mentioned by Captain Pope of obtaining Meer 
Nusseer Khan's consent to the paltry concession of two vil- 
lages, and which, at the very moment of making it, neither 
he nor Meer Rustom Khanintended to abide by. Captain 
Pope's letter is of additional value in this respect, that 
whilst he gives “the universal voice of the country” on the 
subject of the treaty, which is represented to be against it, 
as a voluntary document, it is evident that not one of the 
many with whom Captain Pope had conferred, and whose 
information had entitled him thus to speak, had suggested 
to him that the treaty had been altered since it was enter- 
ed into, or that your Memorialist was claiming under it 
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what had never been made over tohim. Surely, he cannot 
adduce a more powerful fact in proof, that not the village, 
but the pergunnah of Mahtehla, comprising the three tup- 
pas, had been made over by the treaty, and that “the uni- 
versal voice of the country” was to that effect, in opposi- 
tion to which the vague expression in the letter of Meer 
Rustom and Meer Nusseer Khan to Captain Brown, above 
quoted, are as waste paper. 


144. The Commissioners further rely on a letter from 
your Memorialist in the handwriting of Moonshee Busharat 
Alli, and which, Shaik Alli Hoossain says, was written in 
his presence on the field of Nownahur, in reply to a letter 
received by Captain Brown on the 18th of September, 
1842; and on this letter and the reply made by your 
Memorialist toa question put to him by the Commission- 
ers regarding it, the latter have passed some very harsh and 
unjustifiable remarks, and have committed, apparently, a 
very extraordinary mistake. The Commissioners state, 
that your Memorialist has thrown “all the doubts that he 
eould on his own letter” (meaning the above.) Now, if 
your Memorialist’s reply to their enquiry be referred to, it 
will be seen that he has merely said, as is the truth, that 
the copy was not on the records, but, although he had no 
recollection of the letter, he did not repudiate it, and, on the 
contrary, expressly confirmed its contents, saying, “I did 
“ not therefore think it necessary to send particulars of the 
“ villages and pergunnahs to that officer” (Captain Brown,) 
“ but was contented to inform him that the Koran contain- 
« ing the treaty would be afterwards sent for his inspection, 
“ when he would become aware of what was contained 
“in it. 
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145. But the letter was written by Shaik Ally Hoos- 
sain’s order, and may not have been seen by your Memo- 
rialist. Your Memorialist would naturally put his seal to 
any letter prepared or advised by Shaik Alli Hoossain, 
without examining very closely into its contents; and the 
reasonable explanation of its language is, that, as Captain 
Brown’s letter of remonstrance arrived whilst the treaty was 
under discussion, and was replied to immediately, either 
the treaty may not have been finally concluded at the 
time the reply was despatched, or Shaik Alli Hoossain 
may have thought it prudent not to break all at once to 
Captain Brown the extent of the cession actually made. 


146. The Commissioners have charged your Memo- 
rialist with ante-dating a draft letter written by him to 
Captain Brown, and evidently and on the face of it writ- 
ten in reply to one addressed to him by Captain Brown 
after the latter had received news of the battle of Nowna- 
hur. It is manifest, on the face of it, that this letter was 
not addressed to Captain Brown on the day of the fight, 
the 9th Shabun, and, therefore, when your Memorialist 
presented it to the Commission as such, he did so, on the 
information of his own people. It cannot be supposed that 
your Memorialist is his own Karbarry and Vakeel; that he 
searched his records with his own hands, or that he examin- 
ed all the papers with his own eyes. Had he done so, or had 
he even read the draft letter, he could hardly have commit- 
ted the gross blunder of presenting it to the Commissioners 
as having been written on the day of the battle; nor could 
there, indeed, be any object in attempting deceit on such a 
point. Your Memorialist wholly denies all knowledge of, 
when, or by whom, the date of the 9th Shabun was written 
on it, 
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147. ‘With respect to the three letters produced by the 
witness Meer Mahomed Hussein as having been received 
by him from his father Meer Rustom Khan, his cousin 
Meer Nusseer, and his uncle your Memorialist, immedi- 
ately after the battle of Nownahur, and which the Commis- 
sion say are conclusive evidence in corroboration of Shaik 
Ally Hoossain's statement as to the original extent of the 
cession; your Memorialist is rejoiced to think that they 
have been produced before the Commission, for he confi- 
dently asserts that they are manifestly spurious documents, 
and that, if submitted to any of the local officers in Scinde, 
they would be pronounced to be so. 


148. First, with respect to the supposed letter from your 
Memorialist to Meer Mahomed Hussein, dated the 24th 
September, 1842. This letter, your Memorialist asserts 
to bear on its face the proofs of undoubted forgery, and 
which the forgers seem to have been anxious to ac- 
cumulate, supposing, apparently, that they would be mis- 
taken by the English Commissioners for proofs of authentici- 
ty. The word “ Bahalust” (it is confirmed) on the face 
of the letter is contrary to all usage and courtesy. The 
Ameers only put this word on Grants or Agreements ; the 
word is seldom put even on Purwanahs (mandates), but 
it never was used in a letter even to an inferior, and would 
be esteemed a gross insult to an equal, which your Memo- 
rialist would scarcely be inclined to offer to Mahomed 
Hussein, in a letter soliciting his assistance against Nusseer 
Khan and begging his good offices with Meer Rustom 
Khan. There are hundreds of letters on the Scinde 
Records, from the Ameers, and your Memorialist confi- 
dently affirms, that not onecan be produced in which the 
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word “ Bahalust” appears. The envelope, besides having 
the seal thereon as usual, has the words “ the writer 
Meer Ali Morad Khan Talpoor from Dejee-ka-Kote, 18th 
Shaban 1258.” A writing somewhat ofthis nature would 
have been in accordance with custom, if there had been no 
seal on the envelope, but it is contrary to all usage to write 
any thing of the kind when the writer's seal has been stamp- 
ed outside the letter ; and had there been mo seal, your 
Memorialist’s name would not have been mentioned as 
“the writer” of the letter, but as that of the person by whom 
the letter was dispatched. The body of the letter is, and 
the memorandum on the envelope appears to be, in the 
handwriting of Shaik Ali Hussain, and the address is in 
that of another person, which is very unusual and would 
be most unlikely to occur in a real transaction. The en- 
velope is much older than the letter, which, indeed, is too 
new for its date, and the paper of the envelope is of a 
different kind from the paper of the letter. From all 
these circumstances, it is quite evident that the envelope is 
of a letter of a remote date, which may have been written 
to Meer Mahomed Hussein, and the letter has been written 
recently and put into the old envelope for the present 
purpose. 


149. All these objections were pointed out by your 
Memorialist to the Commissioners—objections which in 
themselves were quite sufficient to throw doubts on the 
best of proofs ; and, although there are in the service of the 
British Government, in the Shikarpoor, Hydrabad and 
Kurrachee Collectorates, the ablest and most intelligent 
of the Ameers’ servants, through whose medium the impor- 
tance of these objections could at once have been tried, 
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yet the Commission, on the face of these facts, which were 
shown to them, contented themselves with asking Meer 
Mahomed Hussein and Shaik Ali Hussain a very few 
questions on these points; and they were not very likely to 
admit that there could be doubts respecting letters which, 
if not genuine, must have been concocted by themselves 
in concert. 


150. The next letter purports to be from Meer Nusseer 
Khan to Meer Mahomed Hussein, and that your Memo- 
rialist also denounces as an evident forgery. 

The Ameers of Scinde have never been in the 
habit of sealing their letters; the seal was always on the 
envelope. ‘This letter has the seal at the end. The Govern- 
ment records are filled with letters from the Aimeers, from 
which it will be seen, that it is quite contrary to usage to 
affix the seal at the end of the body of the Ietter. But 
further, it is quite evident on looking at this letter that the 
seal was on the paper before the letter was written. The 
seal interferes with, and is actually aftixed before the 
concluding words, namely, ‘* may the days of your happiness 
always be prosperous.” 


151. Hither of these objections would be sufficient 
to throw discredit on a document not otherwise open 
to suspicion ; but both taken together completely falsify it. 
When Sir C. Napier was at Hydrabad, after the battle of 
Meanee, he heard that there were a great number of blank 
papers, bearing the seals of the different Ameers, in the 
possession of their officers, which were kept by them either 
with or without the permission of their masters. Sir 
Charles ordered the Collector and Magistrate to get posses- 
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sion of them and destroy them, and great numbers of these 
papers were destroyed on that occasion ; and in like man- 
ner at Khyrpoor, when the Ameers left, great many blank 
papers with the impression of Ameers’ seals on them, 
remained in the possession of their servants. These were 
verycommon and called Ahokah—blank ; and the Commis- 
sioners themselves speak “ of the incautious use which 
appears to have been made of seals by the Meers.” This 
pretended letter of Meer Nusseer Khan to the witness was 
clearly in origin a blank sealed paper, which Shaik Alli 
Hossain could easily have obtained and on it have directed 
some one to write the letter, and the writer, not being able 
to bring the conclusion of the letter to within the impres- 
sion of the seal, was obliged to conclude below it, and 
then, to hide the blunder and give plausibility to it, he added 
another line, saying—accept the compliments of so and so, 
naming five other minor Ameers, as if they had all been 
sitting together; whereas each of them had his separate Ja- 
ghire and establishment, and lived separately from the 
others. 

Why these letters were not subjected by the Com- 
mission tosome test,and why notsent tothe H ydrabadCollector 
to enquire from some of the many Jagheerdars and Ameers 
who are living under that Collectorate, whether the Ameers 
ever addressed letters to one another with the word “ Baha- 
lust” on them, or with their seals affixed at the end of the 
letter itself, your Memorialist is‘unable to say. He points 
to it, however, as an additional proof of the extremely 
superficial manner in which the Commission have investi- 


gated the case. 


152. With respect to the third letter produced by Meer 
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Mahomed Hussein, as written to him by his father Meer 
Rustom Khan after the battle of Nownahur, nothing could 
of course be more easy than for the witness to take the 
envelope of an old letter addressed to him by his father, 
and to put into it whatever he chose to have considered 
as the nature of the communication made to him, and then 
produce it before the Commission ; and if the witness pro- 
duced even one false document to the Commissioners, 
that fact would be fatal to any others — whereas 
in truth he gave in two manifestly forged letters, 
no credit can be attached to the third, which his relation- 


ship to the writer would give him peculiar facility in 
manufacturing. 


153. This witness Meer Mahomed Hussein, whom 
your Memorialist conceives he has shewn to be as de- 
void of principle as any of those who appeared 
before the Commission, is commended by the Commissioners 
for the straightforward manner in which his evidence was 
given; whilst the Hon'ble Mr. Willoughby in the 54th 
para. of his Minute on the case, seemed to think himself 
justified in saying that “the documents he” (Meer Maho- 
med Hussein) “ produced, are of themselves sufficient to 
satisfy the most sceptical” ! 


154. But, shutting their eyes to all antecedent circum- 
stances in the history of Scinde, from the time of the battle 
of Nownahur up to thee commencement of the war, the 
Commissioners wholly forget to enquire, whether this 
witness, the son of Meer Rustom, was not in Sir Charles 
Napier’s camp at Sukkur in December 1842, or with 
Colonel Outram at Khyrpore in January 1843, when the 
Amirs or their Vakeels had been summoned to shew their 
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claims to territory, and to discuss their right to compensa- 
tion. This witness, deeply interested in all that was going 
on, could not have been ignorant that Shaik Alli Hussain 
on behalf of your Memorialist, claimed the whole of the 
Pergunnah of Mahtehla, both under the Nownahur and the 
‘Turban treaties; and it is altogether preposterous to sup- 
pose that petitioning the British Government, as the wit- 
ness repeatedly did, he would not long since have exposed 
the forgery your Memorialist is said to have been guilty of, 
and, if he had really possessed them, have produced the 
letters he laid before the Commissioners in corroboration of 
his assertion. Your Memorialist first quarrelled with Shaik 
Alli Hussain at Hydrabad, in June 1843. This quarrel 
was patched up for a few months, and broke out again 
early in the year 1844; and in the beginning of the year 
1845, when Sir Charles Napier returned from the Hill 
campaign, your Memorialist drove him with ignominy from 
his own territories, for embezzlement and other gross 
breaches of trust, and a very few days afterwards treated 
Peer Ali Gohur in a similar manner and for the like 
offences. Previous to this, Shaik Ali Hussain had been your 
Memorialist’s confidential servant and adviser, and was in 
possession of blank sheets and envelopes with your Memo- 
rialist’s seal on it. 


155. Your Memorialist has now examined all the 
principal facts supposed to have been proved before the 
Commission, and to establish that he had committed a 
forgery in the treaty of Nownahur. He has dealt with the 
case on broad grounds, and he has shewn your Hon'ble 
Court that the Commission have in fact made no investiga- 
ton whatever into the fraud imputed to your Memorialist. 
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156. They have contented themsclves with simply 
recording the statements of a few persons of the most 
worthless character, and the papers produced by these same 
persons,—dealing with the latter as independant and cor- 
roborative proofs. 


157. The Commissioners have not attempted to ana- 
lyze the case—to test it by reference to the Government 
records, or the history of Scinde during the period of the 
supposed forgery. They have consequently accepted as 
trustworthy, evidence which the public records will shew 
to be wholly false; and it is manifest, on the face of the 
report, that it never occurred to the Commissioners to adopt 
the ordinary means available to their hands, of probing the 
extraordinary tale revealed to them ; and if it be adverted to 
in detail, no more incredible story was cver presented 
to the world than that sworn to against your Memo- 
rialist. No possible motive can be assigned for his com- 
mitting a forgery after the Turban treaty had been sealed, 
making over the districts mentioned in the supposed for- 
gery to your Memorialist. That treaty was agrecd upon, 
if not actually sealed, before Sir C. Napier’s proclamation 
could have been known at Dejee-ka-lote—probably before 
that proclamation had been actually issued. Again that 
proclamation did not affect the districts in question, and 
therefore, though universally assigned as the motive for the 
forgery, could have furnishéd no motive for it whatever. 
All these facts are overlooked by the Commission. Then, 
would anybody but a madman have entertained the idea 
that it would be possible to make a most substantial alter- 
ation in a treaty, changing the cession of a village into the 
cession of a pergunnah, without being detected and the 
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forgery denounced to the British authorities by all the 
Chicfs who were present at the battle, where the treaty was 
siened? Is it within the compass of possibility that it 
should have been left for British Commissioners, sitting in 
1850, to establish, for the first time, the fact that such a 
forgery had been committed? But, if the forgery had in 
fact been committed, would the leaf on which it was so 
clumsily perpetrated, and which it was necessary to take 
out, have been preserved ¢ Would the corresponding leaf, 
on which, it is said, Peer Ali Gohur began to practise 
writing, have been kept also? Would this latter leaf, if 
it really had come out of the Koran, have been produced 
and mentioned, for the first time, before the Commission, 
whilst the former leaf had been given to Sir C. Napier, in 
18-47, and had ever sinee remained in the possession of the 
dritish Government, (which eircumstanee, and not any 
“rubbing,” will explain why the two leaves did not corres- 
pondin size), Andif Shaik Alli Hussain and Peer Ali Gohur 
had in truth had these important papers, 1s it probable that 
vour Memorialist would have driven them ignomimiously 
from his dominions, and have placed it in their power to 
carry these proofs to the British Government? But your 
Howble Court must perecive that Shaik Alli Hussain, as 
your Memorialist’s confidential Minister, had his seal and 
all his papers in his charge. Where then, is the stolen 
copy of the Nownahnr treaty originally given to Captain 
Brown to recordé Where the book and other records 
referred to in Mr. Maher's deposition as having been in 
Captain Brown's box? If any such papers had been real- 
ly stolen for your Memorialist, they would have been in 
Shaik Alli Hussain’s possession alone, with your Memori- 
alist’s other papers. Why are they not produced, or why 
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is their absence not explained? If the two leaves out of the 
Koran were not destroyed, your Hon'ble Court will at least 
think it reasonable that the original copy of the treaty and 
some of the other stolen papers should have been preserved 
also. Butthe Commissioners do notappear to have beenstruck 
with the circumstance, that your Memorialist’s confidential 
Minister should have been able to produce the leaf from the 
Koran on which the forgery was originally committed, and 
yet should not have kept the stolen copy of the treaty, or 
have been able to produce any of the other stolen records. 
But, without going further into the details of this case, 
which the more they are examined are the more incredible, 
it is a remarkable feature in the late enquiry, and which 
cannot fail to strike your Hon'ble Court, that nothing 
seems to have been too monstrous for belief, and that the 
Commissioners appear to have been satisfied with any ex- 
planation given them, and thereupon to have stopped short 
in their cross-cxamination. ‘Several instances occur in 
which an inconsistency, or palpable falsehood, in a wit- 
ness’s evidence was pointed out to him, and however clum- 
sily or confusedly evaded or explained, the questioning 
on that subject immediately ceased. But, in fact, the 
evidence was collected by a Commission well prepared 
beforehand to believe that your Memorialist had commit- 
ted the forgery imputed to him. The long prevalence of 
s rumour in Scinde to this effect, originated and industri- 
ously spread about by Shaik Alli Hussain, had naturally 
operated most injuriously against your Memorialist. It is 
repeatedly adverted to by the Scinde authorities as proof 
almost in itself, and it no doubt had done its evil work on 
the minds of the Commissioners. Indeed, the Chief 
Commissioner, Mr. Pringle, had already recorded his 
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conviction of your Memorialist’s guilt in his memorandum 
of the 29th December 1849, drawn up for submission to 
the Governor-General, and had proposed that the conclu- 
sion he had arrived at should be acted upon as an ascer- 
tained fact. This gentleman had, therefore, before the 
enquiry commenced, committed himself to a proposition 
which,—it is not in human nature to suppose he would 
readily admit—had very nearly, and in a most important 
matter, misled the British Government. 


158. Your Memorialist, however, confidently asserts 
before your Hon'ble Court, that what the Hon'ble Mr. 
Willoughby speaks of as a possible case, namely, that the 
witnesses “ may have conspired to get up this charge 
against him,” (your Memorialist,) he has established to 
be the true case; that it bears on its face indubitable 
marks of manufacture, and which all the Seinde records, 
all the public events in Scinde, tend decisively to estab- 
lish; and your Memorialist firmly believes that, if the 
members of the Commission and the confirming authorities 
had had their attention attracted to the proofs and the 
circumstances herein referred to, they never would have 
arrived at the conclusion they have recorded of your 
Memorialist’s guilt. But what has been the result ?— 
The accomplices in this foul charge, influenced to act. in 
concert with the double motive of ruining your Memorial- 
ist and largely profiting themselwes, have been honored and 
rewarded. 


159. Meer Mahomed Hussein, hitherto forbidden to 
live in Scinde, is recommended by the Commissioner, Mr. 
Pringle, on the 13th of May 1850, (just five days 
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after the closing of the Commission,) for a pension of 
Rs. 1,000 per mensem, which is accordingly granted to him, 
with permission to reside in Scinde, and he has since been 
promised a Jaghire. 


160. Shaik Alli Hussain, who gave out, and fully be- 
lieved that he would receive, and who presented many 
petitions to have conferred on him, one-fourth of the coun- 
try taken from your Memorialist, was granted a pension 
of Rs. 200 per mensem ; and, if he had lived, would proba- 
bly have received a higher reward. 


161. Peer Alli Gohur, Towar Mull, and Moonslice 
Zokiram, your Memorialist has heard, and he believes that 
ample evidence is forthcoming of the fact, had been pro- 
mised by Shaik Alli Hussain a share in the large reward 
he fully expected to receive. Peer Alli Gohur’s stipula- 
tion for reward will be found also at page 69, Scinde Pa- See a 
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victed felons, working on the roads at the time of the .. page 69, Sé 


rialist. Peer Alli Gohur died almost immediately after 
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had the remainder of their respective sentences remitted against 
Memorialis 


enquiry and brought up from gaol to give their evidence 
to them, and received a reward each of Rs. 1,000. 


162. It cannot be supposed that these persons gave 
their evidence under any other impression than that, if 
they could succeed in convicting your Memorialist of 
forgery, they would be largely rewarded, even if they did 
not get all they had stipulated for; and when this circumstance 
is coupled with the enmity they confessedly bore towards 
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your Memoriglist and their unprincipled characters, was it 
not, your Memorialist would ask, a mere mockery to collect 
their statements and take their papers, and then close the 
enquiry, saying that your Memorialist’s guilt had been 
proved ? 


163. Your Memorialist abstains from adding to this 
long Memorial an examination of the lengthened and 
elaborate Minute of the Hon'ble Mr. Willoughby, which 
seems to have been made the foundation of the heavy 
punishment the British Government have inflicted on your 
Memorialist ; but he takes leave to assert before your 
Hon'ble Court, that this Minute is full of the gravest 
errors of fact, opposed to well known public events, and 
unsustained in its most material allegations by any trust- 
worthy information whatever. The character of the whole 
Minute, indeed, may be gleaned from the long string of 
assertions which the Hon'ble gentleman scems to mistake 
for a review of the evidence in the present case. There 
is no attempt on Mr. Willoughby’s part to analyze this 
evidence, or test its probability ; but a narrative of great 
length is drawn out, in which the Hon’ble Member of 
Council introduces just such documents or statements as 
he thinks proper, without bestowing any consideration 
on their value or trustworthiness, and without any regard to 
evidence of an opposite nature. A paper so drawn up is 
palpably deceptive, manifestly umjust to your Memorialist, 
and no safe guide to the authorities. 


164. But one part of the Ifon’ble Mr. Willoughby’s 
Minute your Memorialist must advert to, because, whilst 
his doing so will remove another serious stain cast on him 
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by that gentleman, it will at the same time exhibit 
another gross attempt of Shaik Ally ILossain and Peer 
Ali Gohur to deceive the British Government by a 
forgery, in order still further to heap odium on your Memo- 
rialist. 


165. The matter referred to is a treaty supposed to 
have been entered into by your Mcmorialist with Meer 
Rustom, on the 19th December 1842, whereby your 
Memorialist engaged, in consideration of Meer Rustom 
abdicating the Turban in his favor, to make over to the 
sons of Mcer Rustom and the sons of Mecr Moobaruk 
Khan their respective Jaghires, and to provide a mainte- 
nance for Meer Rustom himself. 


166. The existence of this treaty and the evidence of 
it, are related in paras: 89 to 100, inclusive, of the Hon’ble 
Mr. Willoughby’s Minute, and the 99th para: gives that 
gentleman’s conclusion on the evidence. | 

“99, From the above it will be observed, that the 
« proof of this atrocious fraud, the interception in the first 
“instancc, and the suppression afterwards, of the private 
* treaty, between Meers Roostum and Ali Morad, chiefly 
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‘depends en the evidence of the same two persons who 
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proved the Nownahur forgery. But it 1s supported most 
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‘materially by the independent testimony of the Soobedar 
“ of police, against whom m0 charge of enmity against Ali 
“ Morad exists. Itis further corroborated by the strong 
“presumption which exists in favor of the truth of the 
“story; from the absence of all mention in the treaty 
“ which Ali Morad has produced, of the maintenance of 
“ which it is admitted he engaged, when the Turban was 
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“ceded, to provide for Meer Roostum and his family. 
“It may also be observed, that if the present charge 
“ originates in a conspiracy against his Highness by his 
‘“ ex-minister and the Peer, why should the former have 
“gone through the farce of sending to Mooltan for the 
“papers? Why should they have not fabricated the 
“letter from Mecr Roostum and the private treaty on the 
“spot, and supported them by producing (which would — 
“ have been easy) false evidence to prove that these docu- 
‘“ ments were intercepted by Mecr Ali Morad. Although, 
“therefore, as I have already stated, I regret that the 
‘“ Commissioners’ inquiry was not extended to this addi- 
“tional charge, I see no reason for discrediting the evi- 
“dence obtained by Mr. Pringle; and coupled with the 
“facts proved in regard to the Nownahur treaty, and re- 
“ ferring to the impudent attempt of Ali Morad to bribe 
* Lieutenants Younghusband and Farrington, [ have no 
* hesitation in recording my belief, that the documents 
‘produced by Sheikh Ali Hussain are genuine, and the 
“ charge of having fraudulently imposed on Sir C. Napier, 
* and depriving Meer Roostum and his sons of their 
‘paternal estates, is fully proved. 


167. Your Memorialist begs to give a flat denial to 
the assertion of his having attempted to bribe Licutenants 
Younghusband and Farrington, a charge, however, which 
had nothing whatever to do with the particular subject 
then under Mr. Willoughby’s consideration, namely, the 
genuineness of the alleged treaty of the 19th December 
1842. But looking to the evidence which that gentleman 
had before him, it is remarkable that he should have passed 
over some of the most obvious considerations which would 
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naturally suggest themselves to a far less experienced person 
engaged in the examination of the genuineness of this 
document. This treaty was first heard of in 1847, and 
was then produced by Shaik Ali Hoossain to Major 
Goldney, and forwarded by him to Captain Brown. 


168. When Major Outram visited Meer Rustom geo cole 
Khan at his camp, in January 1843, and during the several Peete 
interviews that took place between the same Officer and datea Deoje 
Meers Rustom and Nusseer Khan and their sons at ae ans 
Hydrabad in February following, no such treaty was ever mentary 1 


, ; : Book, pa 
mentioned as in existence. page 


169. About six of the sons of Meer Rustom and 
Meer Moobaruk (who by this alleged treaty were to have 
their lands back again) were living at Khyrpoor during the 
years 1844-45, 46-47 and thence up to the present time; 
and, although they were repeatedly petitioning the British 
Government, they never once stated that any such treaty 
had been entered into; and it 1s most important to bear 
in mind (though the Hon'ble Mr. Willoughby could not 
be supposed to know that fact) that Peer Ali Gohur, the 
writer of the pretended treaty, and who states that he 
had the draft of it with him, and Shaik Ali Hussain who. 
produced the original to Major Goldney, were the advisers 
of the above Ameers in their complaints against your 
Memorialist, and in their, petitions for maintenance to 
the British Government, The witness Meer Mahomed 
Husson, also the son of Mecr Rustom and an exile from 
Scinde, never adverted to any such treaty in his petitions. 


170. Meer Rustom Khan and Meer Nusseer Khan, 
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in their numerous letters written in Bombay and at Sassoor 
to the Government, make no allusion to any such treaty. 


171. The first stipulation of the alleged treaty is thus 
translated : 

“Ist. That the country north of Roree, according to 
“ the proclamation, belongs to the British.” 


172. This does not startle the Hon’ble Mr. Willoughby 
nor excite even his attention. 


173. Can it be for one moment supposed that such a sen- 
tence should find its way into a treaty entered into by your 
Memorialist with Meer Rustom Khan, expressly and as the 
condition on which the latter was to resign the Turban, or 
right of Sovereignty, over this very same country to your 
Memorialist 2 


174. But the proclamation, as before pointed out, did 
not confiscate the country north of Roree ; and further, as 
it was dated the 18th December 1842, even supposing it 
to have been issued during that day, which it is scarcely 
possible it should have been, considering that there were 
about forty or fifty copies to be made first, could not have 
been known at Dejee-ka-Kote on the following day, so as 
to be the first article of the pretended treaty of the 19th 
December, 1842. ‘ | 


175. In the next place, the alleged treaty is on a loose 
piece of paper, which is a thing unknown in Scinde. 
Such a treaty, if it had been entered into, must, according to 
all usage, have been written in a Koran, like the Nownahur 
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and Turban treaties and every other treaty or private agree- 
ment ever made between the Ameers in Scinde. No 
instance of a confessedly genuinc treaty on a separate piece 
of paper can be referred to. 


176. But the paper itself is manifestly an envelope 
with a blank seal on it. The corners are rounded as is 
usual with the Scinde envelopes, and the seal is placed just 
where it should be on an envelope; and as the pretended 
treaty is written, the seal is brought into quite the wrong 
place, and the paper bears old marks of folding in a 
manner which would show it to be, and to bring the seal 


exactly where it should come, as an envelope. I olded 
lengthwise and across the old fold mark, makes it a letter 
with the seal inside, and in that manner it was originally for- 
warded by Major Goldney to Captain Brown in 1847, to 
whom it was immediately pointed out that the so-called 
treaty was evidently an old envelope with a blank seal 
in it; and Captain Brown must have made an entry to 
this effect in his digest, if it were referred to, and the alleged 
treaty never was from that time regarded as authentic. 


177. It may appear to overlabour this subject to say 
more on it, but both Sabi Alli and Zokiram depose that 
this treaty was sent by Meer Rustom by a Cossid to Sir 
Charles Napier. Every person in Scinde will know that 
this was not the mode adopted by the Ameers of com- 
municating with the British authorities. All letters were 
sent by confidential Vakeels, and it would have been con- 
sidered highly discourteous, if not a positive insult, to 
send a letter to the chief authority in Scinde by a Cossid. 
But the original document, and not a copy, is said to have 
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been entrusted to a messenger of this description,—a state- 
ment which requires no comment. 


178. Adverting once more to the Nownahur treaty, 
your Memorialist, in the early part ofthis Memorial, has 
denied that, to his knowledge or belief, the treaty ever was 
altered from what it originally was, and to this statement 
he fully adheres, but he purposely adds the above 
qualification, because it is quite within the compass of 
possibility, and in harmony with the character of Shaik 
Ali Hussain, and the common occurrences at the Courts 
of Oriental Princes, that when that person saw that his 
connection with your Memorialist must soon terminate, he 
may have determined to arm himself with, and have plan- 
ned with Peer Ali Gohur, the means of preserving 
a hold over, and if necessary of revenging himself on, 
his former Sovereign and master. Your Memorialist 
has just pointed out one clear and manifest forgery, 
which has deceived the Hon'ble Mr. Willoughby, 
but no one else; and if the charge against your 
Memorialist is, as he has shewn, the result of a foul con- 
spiracy, the foundation of that conspiracy may have been 
laid whilst Shaik Ali Hussain was in your Memorialist’s 
service, and had access to all his papers and documents. 
It may well be understood by your Hon'ble Board that, 
according to the habits of an Oriental Court, your Memo- 
rialist would not know or recollect the language and minor 
details of the various documents prepared by his orders, or 
advised and submitted to him by his confidential servants. 
Their language is not his language, nor in the due course 
of things would it happen that, so long as they enjoyed 
his confidence, he would give much personal attention to 
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the details of correspondence, or even of treaties. It is 
therefore quite possible that the Nownahur treaty, as ori- 
ginally framed, mentioned the Pergunnah of Mahtehla 
only, and the letter written for your Memorialist by Shaik 
Ali Hoosain, addressed to Sir C. Napier, and received by 
His Excellency on the 24th January 1843, appcars to 
corroborate this impression ; and if the “ Pergunnah of 
Mahtehla” only appeared in the original treaty, there 
never could have been any necessity to add to the language 
of the treaty as that letter itself shews ; whilst on the other 
hand, if, prior to writing that letter, it had been felt by 
your Memorialist’s advisers (as the whole case brought 
against him assumes) that it was necessary to import the 
words Meherpore and Mchurkee into the treaty, and if an 
alteration had been attempted for this purpose in Decem- 
ber 1842, it would have been equally necessary to mention 
these districts in the lctter itself, and, it may safcly be said, 
that they would have been mentioned in that document. 
Now, when Shaik Alli Hoosain had all your Memorial- 
ist’s dufturs in his charge, it is certainly possible that, 
laying a plan for the future control of your Memorialist, 
he may have extracted the leaf produced by him, and may 
have substituted another with the three tuppas comprised 
in the district of Mahtehla distinctly named, and, to give 
a color to this, that he may have purposely made an era- 
sure in the word “ Bu Mirzee,” and a clumsy attempt to 
alter it into Mehurkee, there being, in truth and in fact, 
no necessity nor motive for the alteration beyond what 
may have influenced him ; and it is a remarkable circum- 
stance that in the copy treaty produced by Towur 
Mull, and which he represents to be a copy made two 
days after the original treaty was signed, that the word 
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* Deh,” or village, seems to have been originally written 
* Pergunnah.” ‘The Commissioners make the following 
remark on it: 

“ This copy also contains ‘ the village Mathela,’ instead 
“ of the ‘ pergunnah Mathela, Meerpoor, Mehurkee,” but 
“ there is an apparent erasure where the words ‘the village 
‘“ Mathela’ occur, and it has much the appearance of 
“ having been written originally ‘pergunnah Mathela,’ and 


‘‘ afterwards altered into ‘deh Mathela,’ or the village of 
‘ Mathela.” 


179. When Towur Mull obtained this copy, your Memo- 
rialist is unable to say; but it may have been (on the hypo- 
thesis above adverted to) a true copy of the treaty as 
originally drawn up, and now by erasure turned to account 
against your Memorialist. 


180. Lastly, your Memorialist understands that there 
is now on the records of the Bombay Government, a state- 
ment said to have been made by Shaik Alli Hussain on his 
death-bed in Bombay, in which that person confessed that 
the charge he had preferred against your Memorialist was 
altogether false, and that he had begun to plan the case 
with Peer Ali Gohur in 1844. 


181. They were both expelled from your Memorialist’s 
territory in the early part of the year 1845. 


182. One other document now remains for your Me- 
morialist to notice. It is a paper headed “No. 30. Recol- 
Jections,” and was drawn up by Lieut. General Sir Charles 
Napier, at Simla, on the 21st September 1849, and forward- 
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ed to Mr. Pringle. (See Scinde Papers relating to the 
charge preferred against your Memorialist, page 61.) 


183. The 2nd para: of this letter is as follows :— 

“2. When I gave Ali Moorad what he claimed (viz. 
‘“‘ Meerpoor Martella, I think) as having been made over to 
“him in the Koran by Meer Roostum, I was pretty well 
‘“‘ aware that he had no right to the district, which was 
“rich, and that he had only a right to the village, which 
‘“‘was an affair, as he told me himself on the march to 
“ Emamghur, trifling in amount; he told me it was ‘too 
“small to take over’ well; when we came afterwards to 
“settle our accounts and boundaries, he claimed the dis- 
“‘ trict, worth some 40,000 rupees annually. He produced 

‘the Koran, andin a leaf of it was written that this dis- 
- “ trict he received on the field of battle (I forget the name, 
“ but it was fought near Rorce in the end of 1842). I 
‘‘ was aware of the trick he was playing, but had no proof. 
‘“ T, however, was on the look-out, and just before I left 
“ Kurrachee I discovered the forgery he had committed, 
‘‘and made over the proofs to Mr. Pringle, or at least I 
“gave them to Captain Brown, Secretary. 


184. It will be clear to your Hon’ble Court that His 
Excellency recollection had quite deceived him. How 
would it be possible for your Memorialist on the 
one hand to be claiming .a rich district, and then to be 
acknowledging to the chief authority in Scinde that he was 
only entitled to a village; and how again, making such 
assertion, could your Memorialist have produced the Koran 
with the district ceded to him, instead of the village, and what 
difficulty could His Excellency have felt from want of proof 
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in refusing your Memorialist’s claim, after his admission 
chat he was only entitled to “a village.” But again, if 
Sir Charles Napier’s memory had been accurate on this 
»oint, he had proof ready at hand by asking the other 
Ameers,—the most natural persons to apply to,—to learn 
what they had ceded. The march to Emamghur referred 
by His Excellency was in the early part of January 
1843. Major Outram joined His Excellency there, and 
chen went to Khyrpoor to meet the other Ameers and their 
Vakeels, and addressed therefrom the two letters to Sir 
-harles Napier before quoted. But the whole of the public 
sorrespondence clearly establishes, that at this period nota 
whisper of a forgery had arisen on any side. 


185. Butthe 6th para: of His Excellency Sir Charles 
7 a 9 A e Le ae 
Napier’s re tions is more accurate ; a part of which is 
is follows :— 


* 6. The territorial exchange was prevented by the 
‘ simple fact, that I could execute it but under treaty ; either 
‘Government did not approve of the treaty, and meant to 
‘alter it, which would have produced inevitable confusion 
‘ andinterminabletrouble, orelse the Government approved, 
‘and were called upon tosign it. Why this was not done 
‘is for Sir Frederick Currie to say. The whole delay lays 
‘at his door, and Lord Hardinge told me at Lahore that he 
‘had no objection to the treaty, and had ordered it. All 
‘is Sir Frederick Currie’s fault, I believe. I think Ali 
‘ Moorad has been ill-used by the Government, and faith 
‘ Shahgur, &c. at Lord Ellenborough’s command to the 


‘ Jessulmere man, with a positive and distinct promise of 
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‘“‘ payment, which was never fulfilled. If he tried to cheat 
‘‘ us, we did cheat him.” 


186. Tor the Forts of Shahghur, Sirdarghur and 
Gurseya, and the lands attached thereto, your Memorialist 
was promised a money compensation of Rs. 4,17,000. 
It was at the same time arranged that, besides this sum, 
land should be made over to your Memorialist by the 
Jessulmere Rajah, of a value exceeding it by one-third. 
No part of this compensation, either in Jand or money, 
has ever been given to your Memorialist. (See the Me- 
morandum prepared in the Foreign Office of the Govern- 
ment of India: Scinde Papers relating to the charge pre- 
ferred against your Memorialist, pp. 126-127.) 


187. Again, your Memorialist was never put into pos- 
session of, or compensated for the 9/28th share of Shikarpore 
mentioned in the first article of the draft treaty referred to 
in the sixth para: of Sir Charles Napier’s Recollections, and 
which was never confiscated, and yct has always been in the 
possession of the British Government ; the value of this 
share being Rs. 1,03,000 annually. In lke manner, your 
Memorialist’s own hereditary share of Shikarpoor, of the 
annual value of Rs. 28,350, (sec table at page 445, Scinde 
Blue Book) has never been made over to him, and has ever 
since the events of 1843 been in the hands of the British 
Government. If, thereforepit had been really true, that your 
Memorialist had committed the supposed forgery in the 
Nownahur treaty, and had thereby deprived the British 
Government of the Districts of Mahtehla, Meerpoor and 
Mehurkee, still, the British Government have themselves 
been in possession of, and have ordered your Memorialist 
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to part with, to the Rajah of Jessulmere, districts of 
equal value, and without any pretence or color of right 
whatever over the same. 


188. The records of the Indian Government are full 
of testimony, borne at different times by the different 
British Officers in Scinde, to the friendship which your 
Memorialist has at all times evinced towards the British 
Government, and to the services which he has from time to 
time rendered to them, when other members of the Talpoor 
family were hostile to, and intriguing against, British 
interests. Your Memorialist confidently refers to the 
letters of Sir Henry Pottinger and Sir Alexander Burnes 
in confirmation of this assertion. 


189. His Excellency Sir Charles Napier, in his Memo- 
randum of Recollections of conversations and circumstances, 
which will be found at page 112 of the Supplementary 
Blue Book, alludes to the general opinion entertained of 
your Memorialist in the following terms :— “ Imbued_ by 
* Major Outram with a good opinion of Ali Morad, of 
* whom all the English with whom I conversed at Suk- 
“ kur held the same opinion,” &e. p. 114, And your 
Memorialist denies that he has justly forfeited that opinion. 


He therefore prays that your Honorable 
Court will be pleased to reconsider the 
evidence produced against him under the 
Commission, and, if necessary, to cause the 
authorities in Scinde to examine into and 
report on that evidence afresh, in connection 
with the observations and records referred 
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to in this Memorial, and if, as your 
Memorialist believes will be the case, 
your Hon'ble Court shall be satisfied that 
the Commissioners and the authorities in 
India have been misled into giving cre- 
dence to evidence utterly false in itself, and 
framed in conspiracy to effect your Memo- 
rialist’s ruin; then, that your Hon'ble Court 
will in common justice to your Memorialist, 
be pleased publicly to remove the dishonor- 
able stain which now attaches to his charac- 
ter, and annul the whole of the proceedings 
of the Governor-General, founded on his 
supposed guilt. 


And your Memorialist, as in duty bound, 
will ever pray. 


Kuyrpoor, 1855. 
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